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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 

T his is not a history of the Third Republic in France. In conformity 
with the series of studies planned by the Royal Institute of Inter- 
national Affairs, it is an inquiry into the working of democratic ideals 
and institutions in France during the Third Republic. The arrange- 
ment is therefore primarily logical and not chronological. But since 
time-sequence and the order of development are themselves often of 
significance in such a study, a loose chronological treatment has 
seemed desirable in certain chapters — particularly in the last three. 
Also, since the origins of the Third Republic are at once so important 
and so unfamiliar in English-speaking countries, Chapter III includes 
a description of the curious series of events by which the Republic 
came into existence. 

The elan of French recovery since 1943, when this study was begun, 
should in itself refute any notion that this is a post moTiem on France. 
It remains all the more, since the emergence of the Fourth Republic, 
something oi3.post mortem on the Third Republic. If the analysis here 
offered should help in any way to clarify the tasks of building a better 
democratic order in France the work will not have been in vain. 

The author wishes to thank the authorities of Chatham House for 
their invitation to undertake a task which has given him so much 
pleasure; and the Master of Balliol for his helpful interest and kindness 
at every stage. 

D.T. 

Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge 
January ig^6 


NOTE ON THE SECOND EDITION 

C iapter VI has been entirely re-written, and the experience of the 
Fourth Republic to the elections of June 1951 has been utilized to 
illustrate the post-war evolution of democracy in France. An English 
version of the Constitution of the Fourth Republic has been included 
as Appendix I (J) and the Bibliography has been revised and brought 
up to date. A new Index has been compiled. 

D.T. 


June 1952 



To 

ROBERT JAMES 

A contemporary of the Fourth Republic 
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THE REVOLUTIONARY TRADITION 

The Political Strand 

O N 15 May 1940 the German armies broke through the 
defences of the Meuse and enveloped Sedan. Within two 
months this military defeat led to the capitulation of France, 
and this in turn led to the overthrow of the Third French Re- 
public. Seventy years before, on i September 1870, the German 
armies of Bismarck had also broken through at Sedan and the 
capitulation of the Emperor Napoleon III had led to the over- 
throw of the Second French Empire. Between these two dates 
the history of France is the story of the Third Republic, the 
most prolonged experiment in parliamentary democracy that 
France has ever made. It was an experiment which began and 
ended amid the sound of gunfire dying away round Sedan. 
There is a rounded completeness about it which had no need 
to be adorned by such carefully staged performances as Hitler’s 
dictation of the armistice terms in Foch’s railway-carriage in 
the forest of Compiegne. The story of the Republic in the 
intervening seventy years is dominated by certain constant 
forces which, in their persistence and fatality, give an atmo- 
sphere of doom and dramatic unity reminiscent of the highest 
tragedy. 

This book is an attempt to analyse and describe these forces, 
and to examine the working of democratic ideas in these par- 
ticular circumstances of time and place. It is an accoimt of why 
France adopted, after 1870, a system of parliamentary govern- 
ment; of the operative ideas on which this particular form of 
the modern democratic State depended; of their interaction 
with social conditions and political developments in France; 
of their successes and failures in claiming the loyalty of various 
sections of French public opinion. It is concerned neither to 
vindicate nor to condemn, but only to explain. It is a study of 

9 



10 DEMOCRACY IN FRANCE 

one particular and important example of ‘the modern demo- 
cratic State’. 

But study of the Third Republic cannot be divorced from 
consideration of the whole development of modern France. 
Considered in historical perspective, its foundation was the 
climax of a century of varied and violent political experiments. 
The regime gained national acceptance amidst memories of 
the failure of all its predecessors, and was deeply influenced by 
the experience of these alternative systems of government. 
Part of its power of survival came from the lack of any widely 
acceptable alternative: just as part of its weakness came from 
the persistence of certain habits of thought and patterns of 
behaviour produced by the events of the previous hundred 
years. This historical background to the Republic may con- 
veniently be called ‘the revolutionary tradition’. 

The experience and memory of the French Revolution of 
1789 loomed as large over nineteenth-century France as the 
traditions of 1689 loomed over eighteenth-century England, 
or the ideas of 1 776 over modern America, or the ideas of 1917 
over modern Russia, These traditions took a shape as definite 
and as permanent as the English, American, or Russian tradi- 
tions. But their coherence has been obscured by the variety of 
institutions and political forms in which they found expression. 

English Revolution of 1 689 established the sovereignty of 
Parliament as the central, operative principle of British democ- 
racy. The American Revolution of 1776 created, in the written 
Constitution of the Federal Government, the backbone of the 
American democratic system. The Soviets became the perma- 
nent units of political life in the U.S.S.R. But the French 
Revolution of 1 789 asserted only that the essence of the demo- 
cratic ideal is the ‘sovereignty of the people’.^ That elusive 

^ ^ The French Revolution did not necessarily, however, derive the 
idea of ‘sovereignty of die people’ from Rousseau and his conception 
of the ‘general will’. Cf. Daniel Mornet: Les Origines Intellectuelles de la 
Revolution Frangaise (1933), and A. Cobban: Dictatorship (1939), pp. 
50-77. The Abb^ Siey^ would seem to have been the most influential 
theorist of the doctrine of popular sovereignty, in the sense that his 
Qtdest‘Ce que le Tiers &at? (1788) became the text-book of the revolu- 
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ideal remained the core of the revolutionary tradition: but how 
this ideal should best be embodied in institutional form re- 
mained a matter of constant, many-sided controversy through- 
out the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Its possible implica- 
tions and manifestations were so many, and the social divisions 
created by the Revolution itself were so deep, that a profound 
restlessness became the most conspicuous characteristic of 
French political life. And the revolutionary tradition became 
a tradition of revolution, as well as of the Revolution. 

There is paradox in a tradition derived from a revolution 
which was itself a revolution against traditionalism. The 
French monarchy of the ancien regime was the embodiment of 
traditionalism. It involved a glorification of the past, an in- 
herent resistance to change and a constitutional incapacity to 
reform. The absence of a real system of common law and the 
survival of a tangled mass of local immunities, competing 
jurisdictions and embedded privileges tied the monarchy of 
Louis XVI to the previous three centuries. The age even of 
repentant monarchy was too far removed from the new, fer- 
menting forces of western Europe to accommodate itself to 
them. In England parliamentary sovereignty could replace royal 
sovereignty because political power was already centralized in 
one composite authority, ‘the King in his Council in his Par- 
liament’, and judicial power was already unified in the King’s 
courts. In France, the overthrow of royal sovereignty meant 
the destruction of the only power which had held together the 
diverse, dispersed powers of Church, nobility, and parlements. 
The only theory and principle by which all could at last be 
fused together and centralized was that of popular sovereignty 
— the notion of a national ‘general wiU’, outlined by Rousseau 
and Siey^:s and interpreted in practice by the Jacobins. This 
‘general will’, revolting against the bonds of an outworn and 
antiquated political system, could function only through 
revolution. 

tionaries. He even described the will of nations as being ‘outside the 
social bond’ and ‘free and independent of all civil forms’: which did 
not prevent his becoming the chief constitution-monger of the Revolu- 
tion. 
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There were, however, three attempts to reconcile the revolu- 
tionary tradition and its principle of popular sovereignty with 
the traditional institutions of monarchy. The first was the 
attempt of Louis XVI and Mirabeau, and their efforts con- 
stitute the first phase of the Revolution. The summoning of the 
Estates-Generai in 1789 evoked a wave of popular support for 
the monarchy as a possible agency of reform. When the King’s 
minister, Lomenie de Brienne, tried to establish liberty and 
equality by royal decree and in 1 788 attacked the powers of the 
parUmentSy it was they which emerged as the champions of 
‘freedom’ against royal despotism. Their resistance made Louis 
dismiss Brienne; and Mirabeau remarked, ‘I will never make 
war on xht parlements except in the presence of the nation’. To 
resort, after that, to the Estates-Generai rather than to a 
National Assembly was to awaken hope of reform without 
creating the machinery to achieve it. It was to prepare for that 
split between the Estates which took place on 1 7 June 1 789 by 
the Third Estate unilaterally declaring itself to be the National 
Assembly of France. It produced that delay and deadlock 
which did so much to disillusion reformers and open the doors 
to violence. It led, a week later, to the fusion of the Three 
Estates into a new National Assembly, to which nobility and 
clergy had been impressed against their will. Thenceforth the 
institution of one sovereign National Assembly hypnotized 
Frenchmen as the one agency through which the ‘generad will’ 
and the ‘sovereignty of the people’ could find expression. And 
it was now an Assembly forced upon the King by national 
exigencies and by pressure from below: it was potentially a 
revolutionary institution, more explosive in its ingredients 
than the conservative \0c2l parUmenU could ever be.^ 

How far the Assembly could be reconciled with royal power 
depended on whether or not there should appear a minister, 
acceptable to both King and Assembly, and sagacious enough 
to guide the King towards reform and the Assembly away 
from revolution. Mirabeau emerged as the only likely candi- 
date for such a task. For two years he worked to reconcile King 
and Assembly, tradition and reform. The task proved beyond 
^ For the later effects of this development, see Chapter III, 
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even his political realism and ingenuity, and his death in 1791 
destroyed the last hope of reform without revolution. The next 
experiment in reconciliation had to wait imtil after the revolu- 
tion had destroyed the monarchy, and after Napoleon had 
triumphed over the Revolution. By then reconciliation had to 
take new forms. 

This second attempt came at the restoration. Again France 
was given a legitimist, traditionalist monarch, in the person of 
Louis XVIII. But now the return of monarchy was heralded 
by the issue of a Charter, setting up a Parliament of two 
Houses — a Chamber of Peers nominated by the King and a 
Chamber of Deputies elected on a narrow franchise. As a 
further gesture to the revolutionary tradition, the Charter 
was even prefaced by a declaration of rights of liberty and 
equality. But the whole question of ministerial responsibility — 
and so of the precise relation between executive and legislature 
— ^was left imdefined. The vague and uneasy compromise en- 
dured only as long as Louis XVIII lived. It brokfe down under 
the more autocratic, rule of his successor, Charles X, whose 
abdication led to the third experiment in reconciliation, the 
Orleanist monarchy of Louis Philippe.^ 

Again, the experiment was prefaced by a Charter of the 
Constitution, declaring the King to be head of the executive 
power and He chef supreme de V£tat\ and stating in more detail 
the civil liberties of the subject. Again, the two Chambers acted 
as a National Assembly, expressing the general will of the 
people. The property qualifications for the vote were lowered. 
But again the question of ministerial responsibility was left un- 
decided: and Article 47 of the Charter, giving the Chamber of 
Deputies the right to impeach ministers before the Peers, was 
an indication of how little the notion of political responsibility 
of ministers was appreciated. An attempt in 1835 to reach 
further definition failed. Still there was duality between a 
sovereign executive and a sovereign legislature, and the eventual 
deadlock could be broken only by revolution. It was — in 1 848. 

^ For the texts of the Charters of 1814 and 1830, see L. Duguit, 
H. Monnier, and R. Bonnard: Les Constitutions et les Principdes Lois 
Politiques de la France deptds iy8g (5th edition, 1932). 
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These years which the locusts ate, between 1815 and 1848, 
marked the failure of France to reach any working com- 
promise between the old order and the new, between the 
traditions of the ancien regime and the new traditions of the 
Revolution. There were to be a few last belated efforts between 
1870 and 1877, when, encouraged by a National Assembly 
which included a Monarchist majority, the supporters of mon- 
archy tried to rally their forces and promote another restora- 
tion. But the dynastic division between Legitimists and Or- 
leanists, and the personal discord between the rival claimants, 
the Comte de Chambord and the Comte de Paris, frustrated 
all attempts at ‘fusion’. These will be described later, for it was 
this failure which consolidated the Third Republic.^ 

Between 1848 and 1870 the revolutionary tradition gained 
the upper hand. Tending always to express itself in the last 
resort by putting up the barricades, it won its second great 
triumph in 1848 by the creation of the Second Republic. The 
victory of Republicans and Socialists behind the barricades pro- 
duced a doctrinaire paper constitution which repeated most of 
the revolutionary idealism and most of the unpractical quali- 
ties of the First Republic. Whilst asserting Rousseau’s doctrine 
of the indivisible and inalienable sovereignty of the people, it 
repeated all the familiar features of its immediate predecessors. 
Again it was in practice the work of a single sovereign National 
Assembly, and again it presupposed a dichotomy between 
executive and legislature. The prospect of a deadlock between 
government and parliament remained the one constant and 
permanent characteristic of all French constitutions in the 
nineteenth century until the Third Republic. It became cus- 
tomary to think of democracy and government as two separate 
poles in politics, too far apart for the vital spark of democratic 
government to flash between them.^ 

Under the short-lived Second Republic, the President as 
head of the executive was elected by separate popular vote for 
a period of foxor years. He was given no power to dissolve or 
^ See Chapter III, pp. 76-91. 

* For the Constitution of 1848, see Duguit, Monnier, and Bonnard, 
op. cit, pp. 232-47. 



THE REVOLUTIONARY TRADITION 15 

prorogue the National Assembly, which was elected by uni- 
versal male suffrage for a term of three years. The principle of 
separation of powers was applied absolutely, and again French 
democrats showed no appreciation of the essential problem: 
securing the political responsibility of ministers to parliament. 
The election of Louis Napoleon Bonaparte as President fore- 
doomed the Republic, for he had already, in his exposition of 
the Idees NapoUoniennes^ revealed a very positive and dynamic 
conception of government. 

Un gouvernement rCest done paSy comme Va dit m economiste dis^ 
tinguiy un ulcere necessairey mats c*est plutdt le moteur bienfaisani de 
tout organisme social. 

The end of his term as President brought not his resignation 
but a coup d^etat establishing a Second Empire. Homage was 
paid to the principle of popular sovereignty by the typical 
Napoleonic device of the plebiscite, and by retaining a legisla- 
tive assembly of two houses. But essentially the Empire was 
merely a subtraction from the powers of parliament and an 
addition to the powers of the executive, leaving unresolved 
the issue of ministerial responsibility, and the fatal duality of 
principles. The riddle of democratic government had still not 
been answered in France. It was only beginning to be asked. 
In the last years of his reign Napoleon III fumbled belatedly 
with the problem. A decree of 1869 laid down that ‘Ministers 
are dependent only on the Emperor. . . . They are responsible. 
They can be impeached only by the Senate. Ministers can be 
members of the Senate or of the Legislative Body. They have 
access to either House, and must be heard whenever they want 
to be.’ But the experiment of the ‘Liberal Empire’ was cut short 
by the Franco-Prussian War.^ 

Thus by 1870 the revolutionary tradition had become asso- 
ciated, in the course of historical events, with certain specific 
ideas. It had become divorced from the ideas of constitutional 
monarchy because of the failures of the years between 1 789 and 
1848. It had become identified with republicanism. It had be- 
come dissociated completely from the traditions of the ancien 
regimey which included acceptance of the Roman Catholic 

^ Ibid., pp. 307-8. 
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Church as the national Church of France. It had become 
hostile to Bonapartism because of the experience of the Second 
Empire. It had become imbued with a deep-rooted distrust of 
a strong executive in any form, having learnt to regard strong 
government as the origin of Caesarism and therefore a poten- 
tial enemy of democracy. The revolutionary tradition was 
beset with frustration, and French democrats were distin- 
guished more by what they were against than by what they 
were for. They were against monarchy, against clericalism, 
against Bonapartism, against too powerful an executive. They 
were for the ideals of 1789 — for Liberty, Equality, Fraternity 
and the Sovereignty of the People. But they remained puzzled 
as to how these great ideals might best be reduced to terms of 
practical politics and embodied in the actual machinery of 
government. The cycle of experiments — monarchy, republic, 
empire — had been tried not once but twice, and each had been 
found wanting. 

They were haunted now by three main ideas: the need for 
republican institutions to secure liberty, the inevitability of a 
sovereign National Assembly, and recourse to the barricades as 
the final sanction of liberty against an over-mighty executive. 
That was the pattern of action laid down by the powerful 
‘revolutionary tradition’ of nearly a century, and beyond that 
little was clear. Not the least important legacy of the great 
Revolution and of later subsidiary revolutions was undue con- 
centration on political forms, with a corresponding neglect of 
social and economic realities. The question of the formal con- 
stitutional structure of the regime had assumed exaggerated 
importance, and obsession with the principle of separating 
executive from legislative power continued to obscure the cen- 
tral problem of making one responsible to the other without 
making it powerless. This problem was to raise its head repeat- 
edly throughout the history of the Third Republic, and was 
never to find a completely satisfactory solution. It remained the 
embarrassing skeleton in the political cupboard of modern 
France. It not only cramped and handicapped the practical 
operation of parliamentary government: it also disabled the 
defenders of democratic principles from giving a completely 



THE REVOLUTIONARY TRADITION 17 

convincing retort to the accusation that democratic principles 
could not be made compatible with efficient administration. 
The ideal of democracy seemed more akin to anarchy in 
France than it ever could in Britain or in the United States of 
America.^ 

Nevertheless, despite so many political oscillations, there 
had been a certain accumulative progress in the assertion of 
constitutional rights and civil liberties. The Constitutional 
Charter of 1814 at least established the embryo machinery of 
representative government on the British model, and except 
for the Second Republic no subsequent constitution abandoned 
the outline of this framework of government. Its first twelve 
articles declared all men equal before the law and in their 
eligibility for political and military office; taxation was to be 
in proportion to wealth; personal civil and religious liberty 
was guaranteed; limited freedom of the Press was accepted. 
These rights were never again lost sight of as desirable rights. 
They were frequently frustrated during the next sixty years, 
but they could never be denied for long with impunity. The 
problem which was never solved was how to preserve them in- 
violate without recourse to the sanctions of violence and the 
barricades. But those sanctions were always invoked in the last 
resort, and the franchise was progressively widened. Even the 
‘personal government’ of Napoleon III was forced to retain 
universal male suffrage and an elected assembly, although the 
democratic functioning of these institutions was foiled by gov- 
ernmental pressure and management of elections, and by the 
transfer of real political power to the Council of State and the 
Senate so that — as the Imperial Constitution accurately stated 
— ‘The Emperor governs by means of the Ministers, the Coun- 
cil of State, the Senate, and the Legislative Body’. But this 
homage even to the forms of democratic government was not 
without significance for the future. During the period of the 
‘Liberal Empire’ these restrictions on the powers of the Legisla- 
tive Body, on the freedom of the Press and freedom of election, 

^ For a fuller comparison of the French and British ideas of democ- 
racy, see the present writer’s The Democratic Ideal in France and 
England (1940); cf. Leonard Woolf: AJter the Deluge (2 Vols. 1931-9)- 
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were whittled down. Parliamentary institutions partially re- 
covered their vigour, popular enthusiasm for a more demo- 
cratic regime grew stronger, and men like Thiers began to 
demand 'the indispensable liberties’. Wlien the Empire fell at 
Sedan, the Government of National Defence was a direct 
reversion, in theory, to the regime of the Second Republic. 


The Socialist Strand 

Such, then, were the character and tendencies of the main 
strand in the revolutionary tradition before 1870. It was not 
the only strand. Closely interwoven with this direct legacy of 
the Revolution was the strand of Socialism; itself of many 
shades. The original theoretical link between them is perhaps 
Rousseau himself, the father of French Socialism as well as of 
the revolutionary tradition. The notion that 'man is born free 
and everyw^here he is in chains’ involved condemning eco- 
nomic chains as well as political chains. The earliest example 
of their inter-connection in practice was perhaps Robespierre, 
and the experience of the Commune and the Reign of Terror. 
The central doctrine of Jacobinism was the omnicompetence 
of the State. There is little in the Jacobin wartime collectivism 
of the French Revolution to distinguish it in practice from the 
wartime Miarxist Communism of the Bolshevik Revolution. 
Robespierre s despotism of liberty over tyranny’ corresponds 
significantly to Lenin’s 'dictatorsliip of the proletariat’. 

^ In Jacobin theory the supremacy of the State extended over 
life and property alike. 'Whatever is essential to preserve life’, 
declared Robespierre, 'is common property of society as a 
whole’. It took practical shape in the levee en masse. The decree 
of August 1793 announced that 'from now until the moment 
when all enemies shall have been driven from the territory of 
the Republic all Frenchmen are permanently requisitioned for 
military service’. It took practical shape, too, in the law of the 
maximum general ^ fixing a ceiling for all prices and wages: for 
only^ by^ an omnicompetent State, operating through an au- 
thoritarian. government, could such a decree be enforced. 
Driven partly by the logic of their own doctrines, partly by the 
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inherent exigencies of war and revolution, the Jacobins sought 
to build a society where no citizen should be too rich, and 
where every citizen should have enough to live. The omni- 
competent State became, in practice, the agency for confiscat- 
ing the property of Grown, Church, emigres and all ‘suspect’ 
individuals and organizations, and for the redistribution of 
this wealth amongst the poor and those whose merit was to 
support the Revolution. The communards found themselves 
practitioners of an unpremeditated communism. That even 
this historical association of ideas was not to be broken in the 
revolutionary tradition was shown during the Paris Commune 
of 1871, which again arose during conditions of national revo- 
lution and siege. 

The name which links this particular strand of the tradition 
with later French Socialism is the naine of Babeuf. He became 
an important part of the tradition because of the Conjuration des 
£gaux of 1 796 and because his execution by the Directory made 
him the first of the martyrs of French Socialism. He and his 
followers were that phenomenon common to all great revolu- 
tions — the frantic champions of yet one more ‘final revolution’, 
designed to complete and consolidate the ‘original principles’ 
of the First Revolution. The famous Manifesto declared: 

The French Revolution is only the fore-runner of a much greater, 
much more solemn revolution, which will be the last. . . . No more 
private property in land! . . . Begone, hideous distinctions of rich and 
poor, of great and small, of masters and servants, of governing and 
governed. ... In the cry of equality, let the forces of justice and 
happiness organize themselves. The moment has come to found the 
Republic of Equals, that great hospice open to all men. 

The Directory eliminated these embarrassing ‘second- revolu- 
tionaries’, just as Flitler purged the National Socialist party of 
their counterpart in 1934. Insistence on a further ‘social revolu- 
tion’ is seldom welcome to those who have just consolidated 
their own power by a political revolution. But Babouvism 
lived on, as a voice of idealism and a plea for greater social 
equality. Guesde and Jaures were later to speak of him with 
respect, and Paul Louis, the historian of French Socialism, 
describes the Conspiracy of Equals as ‘the first great episode 
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in the history of Socialism in this country, and indeed in the 
whole world’. Babouvism has the curious power and fascina- 
tion of the revolution which failed. And it was in harmony 
with the French preference for equality rather than liberty 
as an operative ideal.^ 

The antithesis between the political and the social implica- 
tions of revolutionary principles appears still more clearly in 
the thought of Saint-Simon and Fourier. The early, indigenous 
movement of French Socialism associated with their names is 
a direct offshoot of the ‘revolutionary tradition’. It is distinct, 
both in origins and spirit, from the later Socialist movements 
which were produced by the industrial revolution. It is optim- 
istic, just as Rousseau is optimistic. It believes in the essential 
goodness of man. It is idealistic, and tends to expect not so 
much a class war as a great brotherly and voluntary surrender 
of economic privileges, comparable with the aristocratic sur- 
render of feudal privileges on 4 August 1 789. But it is in re- 
action against the exaggerated importance attached to political 
reforms and formal democracy. It presses for the reformation of 
society to implement and complete the Revolutionary trans- 
formation of the State. It is Socialist in the sense that it con- 
centrates attention on social conditions and economic life, 
rather than on political organization. Being also in reaction 
against the Jacobin development of the omnicompetent State, 
it is not Socialist in the sense of seeking the nationalization of 
wealth. 

Henri de Saint-Simon and Charles Fourier are, indeed, in 
oudook no less than by birth, products of the eighteenth cen- 
tury. One was bom in 1 760, the other in 1 772 . The movements 
of the eighteen-twenties and the eighteen-thirties which are 
connected with their names are not the creation of industrial- 
ism so much as the belated development of the social principles 
of 1789. There is an element of delayed action about them, 
which perhaps explains their ineffectiveness in nineteenth-cen- 
tury conditions. In regarding the distribution of property and 
the system of production as the basic factors governing political 

^ On Babeuf see Paul Louis: Histoire du Socialisme en France (1925); 
V. Advielle: Histoire de Gracchus Babeuf et du Babouvisme (1884). 
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and social life, in subordinating politics to economics and in 
emphasizing the importance of scientific and technical pro- 
gress, they constitute, in historical perspective^ a half-way 
house to the more materialistic and more pessimistic doctrines 
of later Socialism. Their influence on later thought and de- 
velopments was far-reaching but diffused. They were the pro- 
phets but not the law-givers. They stimulated thought and gave 
a bias to it, without determining the precise lines it was to fol- 
low or the eventual shape it was to assume. Even whilst repudi- 
ating the methods of violence and revolution, they infused a 
new measure of idealism and reforming enthusiasm into the 
‘revolutionary tradition’, which was never to be completely 
obliterated. It is perhaps best expressed in Saint-Simon’s own 
remark: ‘The golden age lies not in the past but in the future.’^ 

There are different nuances of belief between Saint-Simon 
and Fourier which are relevant to our argument. If one was 
the heir of the Encyclopaedists — ^rationalist and utilitarian in 
temper — the other was the heir of Rousseau and the Roman- 
tics, more wayw'’ard and baroque, exalting as his ideal the small, 
intense community of equal individuals. Both kinds of mental- 
ity and outlook had their counterparts in later Socialist thought. 
But in practical effectiveness both had to yield to the more 
clear-cut, drastic teaching of Louis Blanc and the other pion- 
eers of State Socialism. Just as the early revolutionaries had 
been submerged by the omnicompetent state of the Jacobins, 
so the early Socialists were soon displaced by those social re- 
formers who looked to the State as the inevitable agency of 
reform. 

This second great wave of Socialist ideas is the true product 
of industrialism. It is essentially an analysis of the new indus- 
trial society which had begun to take shape by the second 
quarter of the nineteenth century. Constantin Pecqueur began 
to contend that ‘The aim is for everybody to have his own 
proper function within the State or, better, within his own pro- 
fession,. every profession being imder the direct supervision of 

^ There arc useful anthologies of the writings of Saint-Simon and 
Fourier in Albert Bayet et Fran9ois Albert: Les Arivains Politiques du 
XlXe. sikle (1935) and E. Poisson: Fourier (1932). 
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the State’. This foreshadowing of the corporative conception 
of the State is fgir removed from both the revolutionary ideal 
and the Socialism of Saint-Simon. Louis Blanc began to draw 
a sharp division between owners of capital and wage-earners, 
and Sociahst thought advanced on the road to Marxism. Louis 
Blanc has the added importance of having actually held politi- 
cal power in 1848 and experimented in practice — albeit disas- 
trously — vdth State-workshops. His contribution to the revolu- 
tionary^ tradition merges into the consequences which followed 
from the failure of the Second Republic.^ 

With this new emphasis on the place of the State in social 
reform and control of economic life came a new emphasis on 
the place of coercion and violence amongst the inevitable 
methods of progress. ‘Not to seize power as an instrument is to 
find it in one’s path as an obstacle,’ said Louis Blanc. The 
spread of this belief brought Socialism down from the cloudy 
realm of theories and speculations, into the arena of organized 
politics. The movement tended to become a party. And with 
practicality came pessimism, for by now it was the period of the 
Second Empire which had many of the more oppressive ele- 
ments of modem totalitarian States. France had a controlled 
and censored Press, knew only manipulated elections, and bore 
the burden of a large, rapacious bureaucracy and State-police. 
The bitterness of disillusion and repression was reflected in the 
peculiar Socialism of Proudhon. 

Proudhon saw, on the one hand, the apparent failure of the 
French Revolution and its political tradition to secure civic free- 
dom: on the other, the latest inroads of the industrial revolution 
upon social freedom and human happiness. He saw sweated 
labour, urban overcrowding, recurrent unemployment, and 
the accumulation of wealth by a few*. His writings are not only 

On Constantin Pecqueur (1801-87) see G. Marcy: Constantin 
Pecgu^,fonda^ur du collectivisme d^itat (1934); on Louis Blanc (1813-82) 
^ his Organization du Travail (1840— an English reprint in 1913), and 
his Catdcfdsme des Socialistes (1849) reprinted in Bayet et Albert: op. cit., 
p. 439 ff* For a critique of both see R. Soltau: French Political Thought 
m the Nimtemth Centwy {1931)— an invaluable work for the whole sub- 
ject of this chapter. 
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the climax of protests against the inadequacy of revolutionary 
politics. They are also the first drastic demand for revolutionary 
economics. He, like the earlier Socialists, is important not so 
much because his ideas found expression in action and events, 
as because he became a moral influence transcending his own 
times. ^ 

Moral fervour is perhaps his basic characteristic. Defining 
progress as ‘the free growth of mankind in righteousness and 
perfection* and justice as ‘the respect of human dignity, spon- 
taneously felt and mutually guaranteed . . . whatever the risks 
involved in its defence’, he clings through all his pessimism to a 
faith in moral progress. In protest even against the Socialism 
of his own day, he relapsed to the earlier distrust of the State 
and of all coercion, maintaining that all power corrupts. Re- 
action against the revolutionary obsession with politics could 
scarcely be pressed further than his famous contention that 
there is really only one form of government — ^monarchy — ^with 
‘more or less of a hierarchy, more or less concentration, more or 
less equilibrium, according to the laws controlling property 
and the division of labour’. He goes back even behind the 
Revolution to the Renaissance antithesis between the ‘sover- 
eign individual’ and the ‘sovereign State’: and he denies abso- 
lutely that ‘the spurious, bankrupt State can ever be reformed 
and become a real source of credit and of right’. He belongs to 
the voluntarist, anarchist side of the revolutionary tradition, 
just as Louis Blanc belongs to the etatiste side. The contrast and 
conflict between these two strands, deeply imprinted on French 
Socialist ideas by these earlier theorists, continued throughout 
the Socialist movements of the Third Republic. Both strands 
are native and indigenous to French thought, and only in the 
latest stages are they influenced by the teachings of Karl Marx. 
French thinkers reached, piecemeal, certain conclusions which 
tend now to be regarded as specifically Marxist in character. 
But they reached these conclusions within the framework and 

^ On Proudhon (1809-65) there is a vast literature, but see 
especially his Tkeorie de la PropriiU (1866), UIdee Ginirale de la Rivolu- 
lion au XIXe sikle (some excerpts of which are given in Bayet et Albert, 
op. cit., p. 392 ff.). 



24 DEMOCRACY IN FRANCE 

environment of the French revolutionary tradition, latterly by 
observation of the results of the new industrialism. From the 
rich profusion — and confusion — of ideas which they pro- 
pounded many later Socialistic movements were to take their 
choice. The same trend and sequence of ideas can be found 
working themselves out in the later developments of Socialism 
in the Third Republic. But this will be dealt with later (in 
Chapter V). 

The relevance of the whole revolutionary tradition, with all 
its nuances, to the operation of democratic ideas in the Third 
Republic t^es dramatic form in the episode of the Paris Com- 
mune. The Commune of 1871 caught up, fused and projected 
forward into the new Republic every main strand in the revolu- 
tionary tradition as it has been analysed above. Confused and 
short-lived though it was, the experience of the Commune pro- 
vided the Itirid and violent background against which the in- 
stitutions of the Republic ’were devised and consolidated. 
Seized upon by Marx and exalted, in his pamphlet, into the 
model pattern and classical triumph of insurrectionary prole- 
tariat over centralized nation-State, it provided the nascent 
Communist Party with a powerful new mystique. The French 
revolutionary tradition, in its most violent form, was thus 
adopted and borrowed by the most extreme Socialist movement 
of the Republic. This transference had considerable signifi- 
cance in later years: even though it rested on a confusion of 
capitulards with capitalistes, communards with communistes?- 

Historically, the Commune represented neither the theory 
nor the work of Marxism. Nor, of course, was it distinctively 
proletarian. It was the product of an immensely complex 
interaction of national and civic humiliation, economic dis- 
tress and ideological aspirations. It began on 18 March 1871 — 

^ On the Paris Commune a vast amount has been written, but see 
especially the first-hand account by Lissagaray: Histoire de la Com-- 
imm de iQji (1896); Frank Jellinek: The Paris Commune of i 8 ^z (1937) 
—with an excellent bibliography; D. W. Brogan: The Development of 
Modem France (1940), pp. 54-745 the novel by Paul et Victor Mar- 
gueiitte: La Commune (1903) • There is a somewhat tendentious account 
by the Corsican journalist, Pierre Dominique: La Commune (1930). 



THE REVOLUTIONARY TRADITION 25 

after the national humiliation at Sedan, after Paris had endured 
four months’ siege by the Germans, after Gambetta’s republi- 
can Government of National Defence had failed to sustain the 
gume a outrance^ and after Bismarck’s troops had marched 
down the Champs-filysees. It was occasioned, but scarcely 
caused, by the decision of the new National Assembly at Bor- 
deaux to move to Versailles rather than to Paris, and by the 
attempt of Thiers to remove the battery of guns from Mont- 
martre. As an aftermath of the siege the population of Paris no 
longer included many of its more wealthy citizens, who had 
fled south, but it did include some 40,000 evacuees and refugees 
from the German-occupied provinces. The lead in the insurrec- 
tion was taken by the few thousand followers of that peculiarly 
Parisian figure, Auguste Blanqui. His was the great name in the 
Paris underworld of full-time, professional revolutionaries 
which had grown up throughout the many changes of the nine- 
teenth century. Blanqui’s tradition was that of the barricades — 
he had fought behind them as early as 1827. He represents the 
simplest form of the revolutionary tradition, anti-parliamen- 
tarian and anarchist, and he was the idol of many young intel- 
lectuals. Perhaps he was the direct heir of Babeuf. 

Closely allied with the Blanquists in precipitating the Com- 
mune were the Jacobins, led by Delescluze and Felix Pyat. 
They clung to the old traditions, particularly deep-rooted in 
Paris, of the Commune of 1793 and the Reign of Terror. They 
kept as their slogans Liberty, Equality, Fraternity, Sover- 
eignty of the People, and the Republic ‘one and indivisible’. 
They had become long skilled in ^e technique of resistance in 
the previous fifty years but had become, in the process, quix- 
otic, doctrinaire and romantic. These were the real Communards 
— harking back to the Terror as a golden age when republican 
virtue really triumphed, seeing in demagogy, an inflammatory 
press and the barricades the true instruments of progress. The 
spirit of Rousseau lived on, even in their ‘city-State’ conception 
of politics; and if these neo-Jacobins admitted an omnicompe- 
tent State, it was only the State as a commune, not as a nation. 

To complete this apotheosis of the revolutionary tradition 
there were the Socialists — ^followers of Saint-Simon and Four- 
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ier, Louis Blanc himself and above all the disciples of Proud- 
hon; uniting only in their demand for social reform or revolu- 
tion to complete the political revolt. The disciples of Proudhon 
were particularly influential because his vision of society as a 
community of small, self-governing groups and co-operative 
associations glorified the Commune as the natural unit of 
society. To the extreme left were the Communists, disciples of 
Marx' and Engels, who played a considerable individual part 
in the history of the Commune. These included men like 
Edouard Vaillant, who became Minister of the Interior in the 
Commune: men like Leo Franckel who kept in touch with 
Marx himself, and with, the First International which Marx 
had founded in 1864. As Professor Brogan has pointed out, 
'Neither formally nor really had the International a leading 
role in the revolt, and .... it was not Marxism that was the 
animating creed of the Paris workers or their leaders.’ The 
unanimity of the demand for 'a Commune’ concealed a wide 
variety of different aims. ‘The Commune’ meant something 
different to each group, and provided the same sort of common 
rallying cry which the demand for ‘a Constitution’ provided in 
1789, or for ‘The Revolution’ in Russia of 1917. 

J^rx, by adopting and defending the Commune in his mani- 
festo of the International, later known as The Civil War in 
France^ tried to make it the pattern for future proletarian 
revolutionary action. Considered historically, the Paris Com- 
mune makes sense only if it is regarded not as the hopeful model 
for future political action but as the somewhat forlorn climax 
of the old French tradition. It is an end rather than a begin- 
ning. For the next two generations, at least, the future was to 
lie with the big, centralized nation-State, and both political 
and technical developments were to militate against the suc- 
cess of local, spontaneous revolts. In a Europe where Germany 
and Italy had become political xmits, France too had to be a 
powerful centralized nation-State. In this sense Thiers ranks 
with Bismarck and Cavour as one of the great nationalists of 
modem Europe. He stood for the preservation of political and 
constitutional unity, just as did his contemporary Abraham 
Lincoln in America: and both had to fight a civil war in order 



THE REVOLUTIONARY TRADITION 27 

to preserve union. The Paris Commune was not the only re- 
volt. Its example was followed by other big cities — by Lyons, 
Marseilles, Saint-fitienne — and local risings took place at Toul- 
ouse, Narbonne and Limoges. The events of 1871 were, in 
short, the greatest of all knots in the tangled skein of the 
revolutionary tradition in France. 

France had thereafter to view that tradition through the 
bitter experience of these short-lived rebellions, duly sup- 
pressed with much bloodshed by the national executive. The 
communards had won for themselves something of the glamour of 
martyrdom claimed by Babeuf eighty years before: the Com- 
mune, too, had the fascination of the revolution which might 
have been. But meanwhile recourse to violence was much dis- 
credited. At first those who still sought reform were offered no 
clear constitutional alternative. By them the new Republic of 
M. Thiers was accepted at worst with positive resentment, at 
best with lukewarm caution. Before long their eyes w^ere to turn 
to Gambetta, hero of the national defence, as the rising hope of 
the stem and unbending revolutionaries. His influence is the 
main channel through which the revolutionary tradition was 
finally transmitted to the politics of the Third Republic. 

The relative shares of Thiers and Gambetta in establishing 
the Third Republic will be considered more conveniently in 
the next chapter. First it must be shown that the full legacy of 
che Revolution was something wider and more complicated 
than the direct tradition which has so far been analysed. The 
tide of revolution and of revolutionary ideas produced a cer- 
tain backwash. Few historical developments are the direct and 
simple consequence of one movement. They are usually the 
result of the interaction between a movement and its backwash. 
And the forces opposed to the revolutionary tradition played 
an essential part in the establishment of the Third Republic, 
which was at heart an attempt to reconcile the conflicting 
forces of modem France. 


The Forces of Opposition 

It is perhaps useful to distinguish between the anti-revolu- 
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tionary forces which %vere negative enough to want to go back 
to the years before 1 789, and the counter-revolutionary forces, 
'svhich accepted some fruits of the Revolution but reacted 
against certain of its historical consequences. Both these cur- 
rents of opinion continued to flow throughout the life of the 
Third Republic, and both had their roots in the first half of the 
nineteenth centuiyq but there was not always harmony be- 
tween them. 

The anti-revolutionary forces find most absolute expression 
in the writings of traditionalists like Maistre and Bonald, and 
in the policy pursued by Charles X. They rallied all those who 
believed that the Revolution was inherently wicked, and con- 
trived to demonstrate, with immense intellectual skill and 
literary brilliance, that it was the product of evil. They natur- 
ally took over all the conservatism of Edmund Burke, who had 
first denounced the Revolution in terms which shook the 
Continent. But they carried his conservatism to the defence of 
extreme authoritarianism. Government is by its nature abso- 
lute and unlimited, and therefore the executive is complete 
sovereign. To be infallible authority must be Divine in origin, 
and therefore must ultimately be supervised by the Catholic 
Church. The extreme ultramontane claim of the Papacy was 
the logical inference which these writers drew from their con- 
ception of political society. Democracy and the Revolution, 
like Protestantism and dissent, are in the nature of heresy — 
evil things, which must be totally resisted. Maistre and 
Bonald are thus the logical anti-revolutionaries, opposed in 
detail to all that was involved in the principles of 1789. 
Bonald expressed the view unforgettably in his epigram, ‘When 
God wished to punish France He took away the Bourbons from 
her governance’. He insisted more clearly than Maistre on 
legitimist monarchy as the necessary barrier to the Revolution, 
and he is the logical reactionary. But both champions of 
authority found it difiS-cult to avoid defending any given de 
facto authority, any status quo\ and so to argue that to endure 
any tyranny is better than to incur the risk of anarchy.^ 

^ On Maistre and Bonald see Bourget et Albert, op. cit.; R. 
Soltau: op. cit.; H. J. Laski: Tl\£ Foundations of Sovereignty (1921); 
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These conservatives a outrance became a fountain-head of in- 
spiration for all later reactionary movements: most important, 
perhaps, to Charles Maurras and the movement of the Action 
frangaisCi which not only took an active part in mobilizing the 
forces of opposition to the Third Republic, but became the 
mainstay of the Vichy Gk)vernment of Marshal Petain after 
1940. In their own day their only counterpart in practical 
politics was the party of the ‘Ultras’ which focused its hopes 
on Charles X. Representing the party of the ^,migres and the 
Church, they stood for a total return to the aMien regime. 
Bitterly quarrelsome and greedily opportunist, they did as 
much to discredit the forces of conservatism as the Catholic in- 
tellectuals had done to exalt them. By the eighteen-seventies, 
the Legitimist politicians were the worst enemies of Legitimism. 

Under the Second Empire the anti-revolutionary writers 
proved a similar embarrassment to the cause of the Catholic 
Church by the exaggerated claims of theocracy which they put 
forward. Louis Veuillot of the paper UUnivers echoed all the 
most extreme arguments of Maistre. He was particularly 
important because -he won the support of Pope Pius IX 
who, with considerable wishful thinking, persuaded himself 
that the authentic voice of French Catholicism was Veuillot 
rather than the powerful school of Liberal Catholics led by 
Dupanloup, Bishop of Orleans and Sibour, Archbishop of 
Paris. Because of this alliance between ul tramontanes and 
Papacy, the Church remained closely associated with total 
opposition to the revolutionary tradition. The French prelates 
and clergy who held more moderate views strove, through 
papers like the Correspondant, to dissociate the French Church as 
a whole from these embarrassing ideas. But they were con- 
founded by the Papal publication, in 1864, of the Syllabus of 
Current Errors, The Syllabus meant the official adoption of the 
ideas of Maistre and Veuillot, and securely tied Catholicism to 
the anti-revolutionary party. The subsequent declaration of 
Papal Infalhbility in the Vatican Council of 1870 sealed this 
M. Barbe: £tude Historique des Iddes sur la Souveraineti en France de i 8 ig 
a (19^4) > N. E. Hudson: Ultra-Royalism and the French Restoration 
(1936). 
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bond: and the Third Republic was bequeathed one of the 
thorniest of political and social problems which it had to tackle. 
It is^ indeed, difficult to assess all the future ramifications of 
this association between the Catholic religion and Monarchist 
reaction, so far-reaching and complex were its consequences 
during the next seventy years. The cleavage in French life 
created by the separation of Church and State in 1905 is but 
the sequel and counterpart to the rift created by 1870, before 
the Republic was born.^ 

Side by side with this ‘anti-revolutionary’ current, the total 
negation of 1789, flowed what may be called the ‘counter- 
revolutionary’ current. It took various forms during the nine- 
teenth century, but common to all forms was the blunting of 
some consequences of the Revolution by accepting and turning 
against them some of its other consequences or implications. In 
politics this current took two forms — Liberalism and Bonapart- 
ism: in religion it took the form of Liberal Catholicism. 

French Liberalism, with all its strength and w^eaknesses, be- 
longed almost entirely to what has been called above the politi- 
cal strand of the revolutionary tradition. The ideas common to 
nearly all its theorists and practitioners are insistence on the 
need for a strong centralized government, preference for a 
sovereign national assembly, and resistance to the social and 
economic implications of the revolutionary principles. Though 
constantly pre-occupied with questions of political organiza- 
tion, most Liberals were ready to compromise with Monarchy 
or Bonapartism so long as these regimes combined a strong 
executive with ‘the indispensable liberties’. It is perhaps this 
pliability, combined with over-rigid refusal to compromise 
with Socialism, which explains the failures and relative in- 
effectiveness of French Liberals in the nineteenth century. They 
suffered the fate of many middle parties — ^being regarded as 
revolutionary by the Right and as reactionary by the Left: and 

^ On Louis Veuillot (1813-83) there is a biography by Eugene 
Veuiilot; see Soltau: op. cit., p. 176 ff.; E. L. Woodward: Three 
Studies in European Conservatism (1929) and War and Peace in Europe, 
1815-70 (1931) for much valuable material on the period; and cf. 
Caiapter IV, below, pp, 139-143. 
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by its fluctuations French Liberalism did little to refute either 
charge. It constantly fell between two stools. It concentrated 
on legalistic formulae without relating them adequately to 
existing social and economic conditions. It emphasized the 
need for parliamentary government without insisting that 
parliament should be sensitive and responsive to public opinion. 
It claimed for the middle classes and for property-owners free- 
doms which it was slow^ to extend to humbler wage-earners. 

These generalizations can be plentifully borne out by the 
writings and actions of the leading French Liberals. In their 
faith in the efficacy of tinkering with political machinery, a 
writer like Madame de Stael and a politician like Guizot are 
the heirs of that early phase of the Revolution, prior to 1791. 
The best of them, such as Benjamin Constant, accept the revo- 
lutionary principle of the ‘sovereignty of the people’ whilst 
opposing the tyrannical perversions of it which had produced 
the Reign of Terror or the plebiscitary dictatorship of Napoleon, 
Civic rights and political liberties are seen as the safeguards of 
popular sovereignty. But the orthodox Liberal is opposed, some- 
what inconsistendy, to universal suffrage, as being likely to 
result in mob rule and the tyranny of the majority. Even in 
their opposition to extension of the vote, the Liberals attached 
exaggerated importance to a political device, and they failed to 
see that peasant proprietors and w^ell- to-do artizans would be 
just as conservative in politics as many bourgeois. Their 
wooden, oligarchic oudook goes far to explain the fact, de- 
scribed above, that extensions of the vote were normally the 
result not, as in Britain, of Reform Bills, but of political revolu- 
tions. Likewise the persistent failure of France to appreciate and 
tackle the constitutional riddle of how to secure ministerial re- 
sponsibility lies chiefly at the door of the Liberals: they could 
see litde reason why ministers should be responsible, so long as 
they themselves were likely to be the ministers.^ 

The period which sent Liberalism sliding down the slope of 
association with the Right rather than the Left, which turned 

^ On French Liberalism in this period see Soltau: op. cit.; J, P. 
Mayer: French Political Thought from Sieyes to Sorel (1943); G. de Rug- 
giero: European Liberalism (1927). 
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them into Conservatives rather than Liberals in the English 
sense, was the reign of Louis Philippe, 1830-48. By the end of 
these years Liberalism had failed as decisively in France as in 
Germany or Italy to assert its leadership of the movements and 
forces of the future. Thiers alone, of the leading politicians of 
the reign, saw clearly the implications of ministerial respons- 
ibility to parliament, and tried to build up a constitutional 
monarchy reconciling tradition and democracy on the English 
model. But he was out of power for most of the period, and 
Guizot, like the King himself, followed in practice few political 
ideals other than total inertia and stubborn preservation of the 
status quo. As Professor E. L. Woodward puts it, he made ‘the 
curious mistake of trying to establish the sovereignty of 
the people without the co-operation of the people’. This w^as the 
most common mistake of the early Liberals, and it taught 
Frenchmen to look for reform and alleviation of distress not to 
them, but almost entirely to the parties of the Left. To the 
Radicals, the more extreme Republicans and the Socialists was 
bequeathed the social strand of the revolutionary tradition. 
Guizot wrote his own epitaph in one of his letters: Tn seven- 
teen years we used up all the capital of good sense and political 
courage which the coimtry had accumulated since 1789. In 
1 848 no further drafts on this capital could be honoured. Hence 
the bankruptcy of France and of ourselves.’^ 

This divorce of the movement of Liberalism from a spirit of 
liberality weakened it in battle with its chief enemy, Bona- 
partism. The traditions and achievements of the First Empire, 
redecorated by the myth of St. Helena, had from the first 
stolen much of their thunder. It was Napoleon who had 
opened up la carriere ouverte aux talents, who had whetted and 
appeased the appetite of the peasants for land and hope and 
glory, and who had debased the spirit of freedom in the name 
of greater equality. The mystique of Bonaparte throve equally 
under restored Bourbons and Liberal Orleanists, amidst the 
hesitations of Louis Blanc and of Lamartine. The spell was re- 

^ On Guizot, see E. L. Woodward: Three Studies in European 
Comervaiism (1929), Chapter II; of Guizot’s own works, especially his 
De la Dimocraiie en France (1849). 
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cast by Louis Napoleon, assisted by the timely return of Bona- 
partist bones from St. Helena and Bonapartist nephew from 
England, so that for the second time in two generations the 
Republic merged into the Empire. The formula of the spell was 
the assertion that Napoleon had himself been a Liberal. The 
histories written by Liberals like Thiers had lent colour to the 
notion. The programme of promises drawn up by Louis 
Napoleon crystallized the legend so as to elicit the support of 
peasants who feared the ‘Reds’ of Paris, soldiers impatient with 
Republican theorists, and merchants who hoped for stability 
and order. Anti-revolutionary Monarchists and Liberal Orlean- 
ists equally tended to support him against Democratic Republi- 
cans like Lamartine. And it is significant that the forces of 
Socialism were routed by General Gavaignac under the direc- 
tion of the Republican government in the ‘June days’ of 1848, 
six months before the election of the Bonapartist President. It 
was the cleavage between the political and social strands of the 
revolutionary tradition which opened the door to the counter- 
revolutionary forces of Bonapartism.^ 

The humiliation of Sedan did not, as is commonly supposed, 
kill Bonapartism as a political force. It had nearly thirty repre- 
sentatives in the National Assembly in 1871, and even in 1875 
the party’s candidates could poll as many as 42,000 votes in 
some constituencies. To the first Chamber of Deputies of 1876, 
some seventy-five Bonapartists were returned. Only slowly did 
the strange spell lose its fascination for Frenchmen, and at no 
stage did it lose its counter-revolutionary character. Its dis- 
ciples stood, like the Liberals, for a strong centralized national 
government in opposition to the decentralizing tendencies of 
both extreme Right and extreme Left. Bonapartism represented 
the tradition of etatisme as strongly as the Liberals; the appeal 
to demagogy (in the form of plebiscite) as strongly as the 
Jacobins; and the sentiment of social equality only less strongly 
than the Socialists. That it was sttil associated with the mob 
tradition of violence came out clearly in 1874, when Gambetta 

^ Cf. Louis Napoleon: Des Mies Napalioniermes (1840); Lord 
Rosebery: Napoleon: The Last Phase (reprint 1928); H. A. L. Fisher: 
Bonapartism (1908), Chapters IV-VI. 
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was personally attacked at the Care Saint-Lazare by a gang of 
Bonapartists. In methods and appeal, the post- 1870 Bonapart- 
ists were the ancestors of those later semi-fascist, authoritarian 
movements, such as the Croix de Feu of Colonel de la Rocque.^ 

The third element, which may righdy rank as a counter- 
revolutionary force, was the movement of Liberal Catholicism. 
In reaction against that cleavage between Republic and Church 
which dated from the Civil Constitution of the Clergy in 1 790, 
there grew up in the latter half of the nineteenth century a 
body of opinion which sought to heal the wounds, and to 
reconcile Ae counter-revolutionary force of Liberalism with 
the anti-revolutionary force of Catholicism. It was associated 
in origin with the great names of Lamennais and Montalem- 
bert. It inevitably fought a losing battle on two fronts: against 
the Liberal conception of the omnicompetent State because its 
champions demanded freedom of education; against Papal 
orthodoxy because they sought freedom of conscience and the 
Press and the disestablishment of the Church. The effort to 
dissociate Catholicism from the Monarchist ‘Ultras’ was sup- 
ported by the Gallican clergy as part of their resistance to 
Ultramontanism. Men like Dupanloup claimed for Catholi- 
cism all that was best in the Revolution, whilst condemning 
the more egalitarian. Socialistic tendencies of the revolutionary 
tradition. This meant, in effect, exalting the ideal of liberty 
above the ideal of equality. ‘Freedom, and freedom only’, 
wrote Montalambert, ‘is what the Church needs.’ This school 
of thought, eloquently and inspiringly expounded, attracted 
many of the finest characters amongst the French clergy. It 
failed chiefly because it was repudiated by the Papacy itself, 
in the way that has been already described. It bore temporary 
fruit in the eighteen-eighties, but reconciliation was short- 
lived.^ 

^ See also Chapter III, for the activities of the Bonapartists after 
1870, and Chapter V, p. 195!., for the Fascist leagues after 1919. 

2 On Lamennais, Montalambert and the movement of Liberal 
Catholicism, see the collected works in the Collection Michel Lei^ (1872), 
with a study of Lamennais by Renan; H. J. Laski: Authority in the 
Modem State (1919); E. L. Woodward: op. cit.. Part III; R. P. Le- 
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Its story is full of paradoxes. The tw^o greatest triumphs of 
the movement were won under the Second Republic. These 
were the passing of the Loi Falloux and the overthrow of the 
Roman Republic of Mazzini by French Republican troops. 
The educational system established by the Loi Falloux is the 
best evidence of the ‘counter-revolutionary’ affinities between 
Liberals, Bonapartist President and Liberal Catholics. It set 
up freedom of secondary and university education under the 
supervision of State inspectors, and allowed the giving of State 
grants to free schools in certain circumstances. Since only the 
religious orders had funds enough to compete with the State 
lycees on anything like equal terms, the practical effect was to 
divide the younger generation of the upper and middle classes 
into two camps — those brought up in lay schools and those 
brought up in clerical schools. The greatest success of the 
Liberal- Catholic compromise resulted, in fact, in the per- 
manent disruption of the Republic, which was only further 
aggravated when the compromise was rescinded in 1905. Then 
it was Combes, ex-pupil of the Jesuit schools, who repealed the 
Loi Falloux. Similarly, the Republican preservation of the tem- 
poral power of the Papacy in 1849 to encourage, twenty 
years later, that assertion of Papal Infallibility which destroyed 
the movement of Liberal Catholicism. The paradox inherent 
in the movement was well illustrated by the career of its chief 
founder Lamennais. Starting as the echo of Maistre and 
Bonald in his extreme traditionalism, he moved through the 
phase of Liberal Catholicism to complete disillusion, ex- 
communication by the Pope, and adoption of an extreme 
democratic and Socialistic faith.^ 


The Climax 

We have followed the main currents of ideas and movements 
which emanated from the great upheaval of the French Revolu- 

canuet: Montalambert d'abres son journal et sa correspondence iot Vols. 
1895-1902). 

^ On the Falloux Law see Comte de Falloux: Mimoires d'lm 
Royaliste (3 Vols. 1926), Vol. II; H. Michel: La Loi Falloux. 
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tion. They eddied and swirled throughout the nineteenth cen- 
tuiy% now converging powerfully in one direction, now collid- 
ing in a turbulent spurt of foam, tossing on their crests a rich 
profusion of men and parties. France was in a sea of troubles, 
but it was not without its moments of beauty and greatness. 
Spun at last into the whirlpool of overwhelming national de- 
feat, diverse men and movements were drawn closer together 
for a moment — ^for long enough, perhaps — to join hands and 
gain more tranquil w^aters. From this moment of enforced col- 
laboration was bom that prolonged experiment in reconcilia- 
tion which history knows as the Third Republic. But none 
could forget the past, and to memories of old disputes w^ere 
added new discords. This chapter has been necessary because 
the Third Republic was haunted by history. Frenchmen 
thought incorrigibly in historical terms. Her great political 
leaders — Guizot and Jaures, like Thiers and Lamartine before 
them — ^wrote big-scaie historical studies of the French Revolu- 
tion and its consequences.^ Political oratory, no less than politi- 
cal writing, constantly appealed to the experience of recent 
history. Even the stoutest champions of the democratic repub- 
lic were tied as securely to the past as had heentht ancien regime 
of the eighteenth century, Frenchmen remained traditionalists 
even when they were being most progressive and revolutionary. 

Perhaps the central weakness of the revolutionary tradition, 
in the last analysis, was the lack of a skilful political leader 
whose faith in the ideal of liberty was matched by his faith in 
the ideal of equality, and whose personality and statecraft were 
competent.to bridge the apparent gap between democracy and 
government. This two-fold dichotomy, as we have seen, was 
the geological ‘fault’ running through ail strata of the revolu- 
tionary tradition. Who, after ail, were the outstanding French 
Radicals of the early nineteenth century? Victor Hugo and 
Lamartine? Both were greater as romantic poets than as practi- 
cal statesmen: both started as Bourbon Royalists: both were 
democrats by emotion rather than by intellect. Their senti- 

^ Cf, A. Thiers: Histoire de la Revolution Frangaise (1827); Jean 
Jaur^; Histoire Sodaliste (1924); F. Guizot: Histoire de France (1879); 
A de Lamartine: Histoire des Girondms {1847). 
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mental attachment to democratic ideals failed to withstand the 
Bonapartist appeal of benevolent despotism. Michelet and 
Quinet? Both were academicians, cultivators of the mystique of 
Republicanism rather than effective and realistic craftsmen in 
politics: both did much to infuse French Republicanism with a 
burning faith in the destiny of the French people. But they 
generated forces which others might harness and guide towards 
practical achievements without giving a lead themselves. De 
Tocque\dlle? He was a Liberal with a real spirit of liberality, 
who saw the meaning of democracy more clearly than his con- 
temporaries, yet who shrank back from much that he saw, and 
whose active poHtical Life was extremely short. None of these 
great figures filk the bill. Men like Ledru-RoUin, Garnier- 
Pages, Marrast and Arago might have had the faith that moves 
mountains, but they had not the political genius that moves 
masses of men into action. Radical democracy failed by politi- 
cal default. 

As will be shown later (Chapter VI) the emergence of the 
Fourth Republic since 1944 has been marked by fresh at- 
tempts to reconcile the political and social strands of the revolu- 
tionary tradition, and to remedy this deep-rooted defect of 
inspiring democratic leadership. Will the men of 1944 succeed 
where the men of 1 870 failed? The founder of the democratic 
Republic, as of the modern Radical Party, was L6on Gambetta. 
In 1870 it was he who when the gunfire had died away around 
Sedan, proclaimed (on 4 September) the end of the Second 
Empire, and the dawn of a new Republic. It was a revolution- 
ary act, supported as usual by the people of Paris. He was the 
direct heir of the revolutionary tradition: and despite his 
erratic and disconcerting genius he probably did even more 
than Thiers to base the Third Republic on broad democratic 
foundations and to infuse it with democratic ideals. The social 
bases of the Republic require separate investigation.^ 

^ The foregoing analysis may serve as an antidote to the ten- 
dency of many writers in France and about France to reduce the 
effects of the revolutionary tradition to the alleged existence of ‘the 
two Frances’ — the ‘red’ France of Jacobinism and the Revolution and 
the ‘black’ France of the Counter-Revolution. First elaborated by the 
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Suiss writer. Paul Seippel in his book Les Detix Frances (1905) under 
the spell of the Dreyfus Case, an enormous amount of theorizing and 
discussion has ensued as to the 'split personality' of the French nation, 
how far there is a ‘third France' neglected by this division, and so on. 
This peculiarly barren controversy, revived from time to time (even 
for Vichy: e.g. Thomas Keman: Report on France (1942) Chapter II), 
ignores the real complexity of French politics and French political life. 
The notion is even, apparently, accepted by so shrewd a student as 
Roger Soltau (op. cit., Chapter XV). Inevitably in an unstabilized 
society*, a clear and wide social and intellectual cleavage is apt to 
appear in times of stress: but, as will be shown below, the connexions 
beuveen the main cleavages which have arisen during the Third 
Republic are not those of identity or even of consistency, and the 
whole trend of French development between 1870 and 1940 is mis- 
understood if it is assumed that every crisis is ultimately the same 
crisis. 

The truth is more accurately expressed by Miss Katharine Munro 
{France Tesierday and To-day\ p. 63): ^The Right-wing parties never 
quite forgot the possibility of a counter-revolution, W'hile the Left- 
v^ing parties revived the Revolution militant in their Marxism or 
Communism; each side suspected the other of using the Republic to 
achieve its own ends and of being loyal only so far as suited it. This 
suspicion threatened, time and time again, to make the Republic 
unworkable, since it led to obstruction in both the political and the 
economic sphere, and difficulties of government in turn undermined 
confidence in the regime and its rulers.’ See below, Chapter III. 
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THE SOCIAL BASES 

The Peasants 

T he first general elections to the first Chamber of Deputies 
of the Third Republic were held in February 1876. Gam- 
betta toured the provinces of France in a whirlwind campaign 
of speech-making, and everywhere he found large and enthusi- 
astic audiences. Here is his own description of them, written at 
tlie time to Juliette Adam. 

Everybody comes as he likes, there are more than 3,000 people, 
and I am made to get up on an improvised platform. Here, indeed, 
is the audience I love — ^workmen, peasants, ordinary folk, whose 
natural generosity and common sense have not been changed by 
their contact mth civilization. It is they I am fighting for. . . . But 
we had to leave Orange, and I thought for a moment that we wouldn’t 
get out, so large, dense and enthusiastic was the crowd pressing round 
us. We had to shake hands all round, and only after a thousand 
speeches were we given a free passage, and not until we had been 
loaded with blessings and flowers. . , . We gallop on through the love- 
liest villages, and every*where people run out, for the women and 
children know my name and connect it with the Republic. Peasants 
leave the fields and come to stop our carriage, seeking news of the 
rest of France. They go away with light step and moist eyes, when 
they leam that in three days France, the real France, will be free.^ 

That Gambetta did not exaggerate popular enthusiasm for 
either the Republic or his own leadership was proved by the 
election results. There was a Republican Left-wing majority of 
nearly two-thirds. Yet these same peasants, only five years 
before, had elected a National Assembly of which two-thirds 
were Monarchists. The most significant event of the years 
1871-76 was not the definition and establishment of France’s 

^ L. Gambetta: Lettres, iS 68 - 8 i (edited Halevy et Pillias) (1938), 
Letter 269. Cf. Daniel Halevy: La Ripublique des Dues (1937), pp. 
214-20. 
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new politic&l iiist 3 .tiitioiis. It W3.s the conversion of* the xn3,ss of* 
French peasants to faith in a democratic Republic.^ And that 
was the achievement partly of Thiers, who taught them by 
experience that une republique conservatrice was possible; pardy of 
Gambetta, who generated popular enthusiasm for democracy, 
and made it an operative ideal. 

Perhaps these men built even better than they knew. Testi- 
mony comes, seventy years later, from the resistance of de- 
feated France to the anti-Republican manceuvres of the Vichy 
Government. On 29 June 1940 only a week after the signing 
of the armistice with Germany, the French officer Barlone 
noted in his diary: 

Naturally, the idea of dictatorship in France, for the moment at 
least, is in the minds of both officers and men. Literally I have never 
met a single one of my poilus who has not expressed his disgust for 
the parli^entary regime and has not insisted on the Deputies and 
their policy being solely responsible for the disaster. These people 
express their thoughts inadequately. Being sincerely democratic, they 
feel that democracy has been distorted by the misuse of the last thirty 
to forty years of our parliamentary government: they are so pro- 
foundly attached to the RepubEc, so accustomed to make use of their 
deputy, that when they return home they will write him for a grant 
of money to rebuild their houses or in order to get a job on the rail- 
ways. It is therefore the form of democracy which must be modified. 
We must give back to the people the habits of high thinking, we must 
make them understand again the necessity and the joys of sacrifice 
for the common good and the Fatherland.^ 

Even prolonged disillusionment with parliamentEiry machinery 
scarcely blurred the ordinary Frenchman's vision of the demo- 
cratic ideal: it hardly even shook his faith in Republicanism. 

After the loss of Alsace and Lorraine in 1871, there were 
over 36 million citizens of France. Only 10 million of these 
were given a vote by the new Constitution, and only 75 per 
cent of these actually voted in 1876. Over half the electorate — 
5,383,ooo->lived by agriculture, and 3,552,000 of them owned 

^ Cf. F. H. Brabant: The Beginning of the Hard Republic in France 
(1940), p. 378. 

* D. Barlone: A French Officer's Diary (1942), p. 97, 
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the land they tilled. Just over 3 million were engaged in indus- 
try and three-quarters of a million in business and trade — ^many 
of them, of course, village craftsmen and shopkeepers. Despite 
the great progress of the industrial revolution under the Second 
Empire, democracy in France meant still a rural democracy. 
Political life centred ultimately in the 36,000 Communes of the 
French countryside, and politics had still much of the atmo- 
sphere of the parish-pump. Just as Thomas Jefferson visualized 
American democracy as a democracy of frontiersmen, imbued 
with the spirit of freedom and equality of the frontier farming 
community, so Gambetta thought first of a democracy of 
peasant proprietors and little men. It was to the ‘new social 
strata’ of litde men, enfranchised by the new grant of universal 
male suffrage, that he looked for the successful working of the 
Third Republic. 

He made a famous speech at Grenoble in 1872 condemning 
the short-sightedness of the older ruling classes, and demanding: 

Have they not seen the workers of town and country, the world of 
workers to which the future belongs, make formal entry into our 
political life? Does not their entry give notice that France, after due 
trial of other forms of government, is turning to a new class to make 
trial of republicanism? I foresee, I can see, I proclaim the coming of 
a new social stratum into our politics. I feel that the democracy of 
to-day has left behind the somewhat misty sentimentality of the last 
generation. We now have to deal with this new personnel — ^practical 
experienced people, used to business, prudent and politically wise. 
Every resolve they take, every decision they reach, will have a special 
quality, an individual accent, which will affect the conduct of the 
whole government of France. 

He saw France being pulled in opposite directions by two 
forces which he described to Madame Adam as ‘the old and the 
new social strata, the debris of oligarchy and democracy’. 
He believed that France could regain ‘her former political and 
military lustre’ only by the triumph of these new forces. He 
grasped the fact that the new regime must, if it was to survive, 
be based on the broadest national foundations of the common 
people : and that the common people must be infused with the 
operative ideals of liberty and equality if democracy was to be 
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biiilt in France.^ In 1940 some 40 per cent of Frenchmen still 
worked on the land, and according to the last figures available, 
in 1931, 7,5793000 people were employed in agriculture, and 
4^657,832 owTied their own land. There were— even more 
significantly— some 1,343,000 peasant farms employing no 
plid labour. Even of the similar number of people in industry, 
60 per cent worked for small firms employing less than twenty 
workers. France remained a half-way house between the top- 
heavy industrialization of Britain and the top-heavy agrarian- 
ism of most of the peasant countries of Europe. By their very 
means of livelihood, most Frenchmen are individualists, eco- 
nomically ‘little men’. Their economic life has kept its con- 
tinuiy, with the village and the small market towm as the basic 
units of social life. Freedom and equality were translated into 
terms of individualism, economic independence and social 
equality. This outiook and this particular conception of 
democracy found most seF-conscious political expression in 
the Radical parties. And they laid claim to ho, par excellence^ the 
heirs of the revolutionary tradition and the defenders of the 
Republic. 

This close linking of the direct revolutionary tradition with 
the powerful class of peasant proprietors and small property- 
owners had certain important consequences for the working of 
democracy in France. It perpetuated that divorce between the 
political and social strands of the tradition which has already 
been noted as a feature of nineteenth-century history. It has be- 
come a common-place that ‘the French carry their hearts on 
the left and their wallets on the right’, that they are politically 
Radical but socially Conservative. The prejudices and interests 
of the small property-owners are the reality behind these 
generalizations. 

With our knowledge of subsequent developments, and our 
experience of how Conservative were these beneficiaries of 
‘umversal suffrage’, it is difficult for us to appreciate either the 
fanatical enthusiasm or the exaggerated hopes with which Left- 
wing democrats of the eighteen-seventies viewed the introduc- 

^ L. Gambetta: Letter 206; H. Stannard: Gambetta (1921), 

PP- 143-7- 
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tion of the vote for all male Frenchmen over twenty-one. An 
occasional Conservative like Taine was able to welcome the 
change without violent misgivings. In his pamphlet, Du Suffrage 
Universel of iSyia, Taine justified it on the grounds that ‘it is in 
conformity with justice that, whether I wear a smock or a black 
coat, whether I be capitalist or navvy, no one should have a 
right to dispose without my consent of my money or my life. 
It is therefore reasonable that a peasant or a worker should 
have a vote, as much as a bourgeois or a nobleman; even if he be 
ignorant, dull, ill-informed, his savings and his life are his o'wn.’ 
A Liberal like Prevost-Paradol could write of it dispassionately 
as early as 1868, in his remarkable and prophetic book, La 
France Kouvelle. Whilst fully aware of the dangers of un defaui de 
lumikes^ he welcomed universal suffrage as at least having the 
advantage of stealing the thunder from all political agitators 
who could demand nothing further, so that universal suffrage 
is ‘a reinforcement of material order and public peace’. ^ 

But Conservatives and Liberals alike joined hands in devis- 
ing constitutional checks such as second-chambers and indirect 
elections against the possible consequences of this logical appli- 
cation of the revolutionary doctrine of the ‘sovereignty of the 
people’. And Radicals and Socialists equally united in demand- 
ing universal suffrage as a panacea for all the ills of France. 
The clash of opposing views came out forcibly in the debates 
of the National Assembly in 1874. The Left won the day be- 
cause the Assembly itself was the product of universal suffrage, 
and the conviction grew that — as Louis Blanc himself put it — 
^ L. F. Prevost-Paradol: La France Nouvelle (1868), p. 52. This 
full-dress ‘political testament’ of a young man who had been a ring- 
leader in the literary opposition to the Second Empire, may be 
recommended as a highly revealing exposition of what French 
Liberalism meant by ‘democracy’. Paradol’s thesis that since 1789 
France has been ‘a democratic society’ in search of a ‘democratic form 
of government’ would meet with small agreement to-day. But his 
argument seems to have had extensive influence on the representa- 
tives who gathered at Bordeaux in 1871 to formulate, eventually, the 
constitutional laws of the Third Republic. A. fismein, Elements de 
Droit Constitutionnel (1928), describes it as ‘ce livre ou se reflfetent par 
avance les principaux traits de la Constitution de 1875’ 
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‘Universal suffrage is the instrument of order par exc€llence\ 
Since 1848, the movement of Republicanism itself was identi- 
fied above all with the principle of universal suffrage: it had 
been the main plank of the Republican platform. Both Con- 
servatives and Republicans upheld social order as the end: but 
whilst Conservatives opposed universal suffrage as likely to 
cause disruption and civil strife. Republicans regarded it as 
marking the end of the Revolution, and perhaps of all revolu- 
tions. The exaggerated fears and hopes of both sides arouse 
little sympathy to-day, until one remembers that Britain did 
not venture to extend the vote to agricultural workers until ten 
years later — nor to all women until fifty years later. ^ 

It is significant that the chief argument for basing the cen- 
tral government on universal suffrage in 1875 was the fact that 
local government had already been based on it by the laws of 
1871. The conseils genet aux in the Departements were elected by 
universal suffrage, and renewed half at a time every three 
years. Municipal councils, though their powers of control 
might be small, were likewise popularly elected. It seemed 
illogical that a citizen of the Republic deemed capable of vot- 
ing in local affairs should be denied the right to vote about the 
more important issues of national policy. The Republic was 
thus built up from the locality to the centre — and this remained 
the direction in which political influence was to flow. The com- 
bination of circumstances which in 1875 gave great weight to 
local and provincial outlook, to the peasantry above all other 
social classes, and to the countryside as against the towns, left 
permanent marks on the structure of the Third Republic. 
Constituencies were arranged to give weight to the country- 
side: the Senate, at first based on an arrangement which treated 
all Communes as equal, regardless of whether they were as 

^ For a full discussion of the ‘supreme importance of universal 
suffrage* see G. Hanotaux: Histoire de la France Contemporaine (1871- 
1900), Vol. Ill, Chapters I and V. Gambetta’s own view is summed 
up in a letter of 12 September 1874 (Letter 207): ‘Le suffrage uni- 
versel finit toujours par discemer et r^compenser ses v^ritables amis. 
11 appartient par essence a la democratic pure et loyale, mais il fait 
incessamment s’occuper de lui, lui prodiguer les soins et les lumi^res,* 
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large as Paris or as small as the smallest village-community, 
grossly over-represented rural France. In spite of frequent at- 
tempts to redress the balance, the constitution of the Republic 
never adequately adjusted itself to a more highly industrial- 
ized nation, dependent for prosperity and national security on 
her industry more than on her peasant agriculture. The indus- 
trialists and the industrial workers were at times forced to feel 
that it was less ‘their Republic’ than it was the peasants’: and 
the peasants came to fear the political movements associated 
with industrialism as a potenti^ menace to their own political 
power. 

The Industrial Workers 

When the Third Republic was founded, the industrial revo- 
lution was really only beginning to make itself widely felt in 
French life. The period of greatest industrial expansion was to 
come between 1870 and 1914, and continued between the two 
wars: though even then France developed more slowly and less 
uniformly than her powerful neighbours in Europe. If the out- 
put of her blast furnaces increased six-fold between 1870 and 
1904, Germany’s grew ten-fold in the same years. Being able 
to export agricultural produce and buy manufactured goods in 
return, she tended to leave many branches of manufacturing 
to others. There were two exceptions to this general policy. 
The needs of national defence dictated the fullest possible de- 
velopment of her coal resources and metallurgical works. And 
in the sphere of fine craftsmanship and precision-work, she 
became one of the great workshops of the world. But only the 
urgent demands of the war between 1914 19^^ made 

France develop her industries on a massive scale, and produced 
a second industrial revolution, violently carried through in the 
worst conditions, so that scars and disequilibrium were left in 
her economic and social life. The silent French revolution of 
1914-18 was the displacement of the pre-war industrial worker, 
technically skilled, alertly intelligent and politically indi- 
vidualist, by the operatives of mass-production, herded into the 
big towns, and including among their ranks many foreign 
immigrants. 
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This immigration began just before 1870, but had not 
assumed a scale big enough to influence the foundation of the 
Republic. Its imm.ense increase after 1914 aggravated the 
changing social balance to which the constitution had to be 
adjusted. Between 1921 and 1931 the net influx of foreigners 
was over 1,3405000 people, many of whom came to be natural- 
ized and so acquired citizen voting-rights. In the census of 
19365 nearly 2,500,000 (nearly 7 per cent of the whole popula- 
tion) declared themselves to be aliens — and these figures are, 
of course, likely to be less than the actual number. There were 
probably something like 5,000,000 by 1939. And the majority 
of these immigrants normally went into the ranks of industrial 
workers, especially in the heavy industries, mining, building 
and road-making. Here, then, is one element in society which 
acted as a reinforcement of town as against countryside. 

More important as a social division is the communard tradi- 
tions of the larger towns. When the Paris Commune broke out 
in 1871, most other big towns followed suit. This was a straw in 
the wind. Heavy industry and mass-production industry, as 
distinct from the small concerns scattered throughout the pro- 
vincial towns, tended to concentrate in the big towns. The new 
industrial classes, owing allegiance to their factory-community, 
their trade union or their town, had a different political out- 
look from the old craftsmen or the peasants: an outlook asso- 
ciated with neither the outlook of Republican National- 

ists and Bonapartists, nor the Radicalism of the peasants, but 
rather with the old communard sentiments of civic action, re- 
sorting in times of stress to violent self-help and the barricades. 
The revolutionary creeds of Marxism, Sorelian syndicalism and 
even anarchism were most in tune with their political feelings. 
French trade unionism inherited and absorbed these senti- 
ments. It is significant that the Third Republic did not legalize 
the existence of trade unions until 1884: and that when it did, 
it prohibited them from political activities. 

How much French syndicalist organizations owed to the 
direct French Revolutionary tradition is shown by the fact that 
the syndical movement was founded by a Republican journal- 
ist, Barberet. He urged the formation of a movement which 
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would not supersede or destroy capitalist production, but which 
would concern itself with technical education of the workers, 
settle problems and conditions of apprenticeship, promote arbi- 
tration in industrial disputes, and aim at forming producers’ 
co-operatives. By 1875 there were 135 syndicates in Paris alone, 
and in the following year they arranged a Labour congress. It 
demanded working-class representation in the Chamber, But 
a later ‘Socialist Labour Congress’ in Marseilles, in 1879, 
which also tried to organize Labour as a political party, de- 
manded full socialization of the means of production. The 
reason was that the Paris Socialists, led by Jules Guesde and 
now^ influenced by the First International, had joined the Con- 
gress. Endless internal schisms began to appear, first between 
the Marxist follow^ers of Guesde (the Parti Ouvrier Fran^ais) 
and the more moderate Socialist reformers who followed Paul 
Brousse (the Parti Ouvrier Socialiste): then within each of 
these parties themselves. The Broussists — or ‘possibilists’ — 
urged the gradual seizure of pov/er by slow infiltration into 
Parliament, municipal government and civil service. Between 
Guesdists and Broussists grew up a small but influential group 
of Independents, which was to produce some of the greatest of 
French parliamentary Socialists — Jaures, Millerand and Vi- 
viani. 

Thus when trade unions became legalized in 1884, they 
tended to develop along divergent lines. The position has been 
aptly summarized by Mr. John Hampden Jackson in his study 
of Jaures: 

The new unions developed on very varied lines, sometimes as large 
peaceable industrial syndicates, sometimes as small revolutionary 
craft unions, sometimes round employment exchanges {Bourses du 
Travail) organized by the workers but often subsidized by the town 
council and to that extent harmless. But in every case the spirit of 
trade unionism was anti-political. The organized workers distrusted 
all politicians, especially Socialists of bourgeois origin — and every 
Socialist leader of the Third Republic, except Allemane, was of 
bourgeois origin. They condemned parliamentary reforms as worth- 
less palliatives; their slogan was ‘direct action’, by which they might 
mean anything from ca’canny, minor sabotage and isolated strikes to 
the syndicalists’ dream of the general strike aimed at overthrowing 
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the State and introducing a new society controlled by producer- 
groups. This attitude made them difficult grist to the political 
Socialists’ mill — as difficult indeed as the co-operative societies which 
seemed unable to get further than the ideal of cheapening prices for 
the workers’ food by cutting out middlemen. 

The result of this anti-political character which organized 
labour had assumed by the eighteen-eighties was a gulf be- 
tween the trade unions and the parliamentary Socialist parties 
which was never bridged. The trade union movementj after an 
abortive attempt to found a National Federation of Syndicates 
in 1886, and a more successful attempt to form a Federation of 
Labour Exchanges, managed to fuse the two ideas and the two 
organizations into the Conf Miration Generale du Travail (C.G.T.) 
at Limoges in 1895. The first article of its constitution was that 
‘the elements constituting the C.G.T. will remain independent 
of all political schools’. This deliberate divorce from party 
politics — and therefore from Parliamentary politics — ^meant be- 
lief in the efficacy of economic ‘direct action’ over political 
action, and reliance on the general strike as the chief weapon 
of gaining reforms and eventually of seizing power. It meant a 
permanent split and divergent development between organ- 
ized Labour and the parliamentary Socialist parties. It meant, 
also, that the C.G.T. could become the militant agency of 
syndicalism, a power-weapon, freed from the ‘friendly society’ 
and other benevolent and charitable functions of English trade 
xmions, because these functions were performed by the Federa- 
tion of Labour Exchanges. The Labour Exchanges, originally 
an organ of workers’ self-help in the finding of jobs, became 
working-men’s clubs, with libraries, reading rooms and a 
fnendly club atmosphere also divorced from party politics. 
Thus the three functions of friendly society, collective bargain- 
ing and political representation, which in England were fused 
together in the T.U.G. and the Labour Party, remained in 
French life three separate functions performed by three differ- 
ent kinds of democratic association.^ 

^ For the full story of French Socialist and Labour movements, 
see P. Louis: Histoire du Socialism en France (1925); L^n Blum: Les 
Congris oumiers et socidisies frangais (1901); L^n Jouhaux: La C.G.T. 
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Until the years of large-scale rearmament before 1914 there 
were in France very few completely industrialized districts, 
populated by masses of specialized workers such as Lancashire 
or the Ruhr. It was the concentration of industry, and especi- 
ally mining and metallurgy, which first created such condi- 
tions, and precipitated Labour problems in the form of strikes 
and agitation for a general strike. By 1902, at its Montpelier 
Congress, the C.G.T. was able to formulate the main principles 
of syndicalism which distinguished it from parliamentary 
Socialism. These were to obtain concessions from employers 
not by arbitration but by stiike, boycott and sabotage; and 
from the State by agitation and demonstration: to oppose mili- 
tarism in all forms, because the worker has no coxmtry, wars 
only divide the working class, and military discipline destroys 
working-class initiative and independence: and finally to work 
for a successful general strike, which would abolish class- 
divisions and create new forms of society. This amalgam of 
Utopianism and physical violence was vigorously denounced 
and resisted by the parliamentary Socialists, and by none more 
effectively than by Millerand and Jean Jaures, who after 1892 
strove to produce working-class unity in France and canalize it 
into democratic, parliamentary channels. They regarded the 
Republic as the means towards the end of Socialism, and tried 
to lead organized labour with them. The arguments they used 
are significant. 

‘To accomplish social reforms’, wrote Millerand, ‘we must 
ask the help of all branches of Socialists, no matter how bold 
their theories, so long as they do not desire to triumph by 
methods other than pacific and constitutional.’ ‘The demo- 
cratic Republic’, wrote Jaures, ‘is not, as our self-styled doc- 
trinaires of Marxism so often say, a purely bourgeois form ... it 
heralds Socialism, prepares for it, contains it implicitly to some 

(^937)* There are good shorter accounts in English in J, Elampden 
Jackson: Jean Jaures (1943) and Sally Graves: A History of Socialism 
(i939)> Chapters II and VII. For the Bourses du Travail, see F. Pellou- 
tier: Histoire des Bourses du Travail (1921), and D. W. Brogan: The 
Development of Modefn France (1940), pp. 419 ff. The absorption of 
Bourses by C.G.T. in 1902 was only nominally carried out. 
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extent, because only Republicanism can lead to Socialism by 
legal evolution without break of continuity.’ He rebuked the 
trade unionists. ‘Those who on the pretext of revolution and of 
doctrinal purity hide miserably behind abstention from party 
politics are deserting Socialist thought. They are also deserting 
the revolutionary tradition of the French working class.’ He 
and Miilerand opposed the idea of a general strike as a tactic 
likely neither to preserve working-class unity nor to win sufiS- 
cient public approval to be effective. They both worked to put 
the parliamentary Socialist Party at the head of the industrial 
working-class, and to put Socialism in its true line of descent in 
the French Revolutionary tradition. How they temporarily 
succeeded in doing both, amid the storm of the Dreyfus case, 
will be told later (Chapter IV) . But the death of Jaures in 1914 
and the effects of the Great War led to the re-splitting of G.G.T. 
from Socialist Party. When Leon Blum, the heir of Jaures, took 
office as Prime Minister at the head of the ‘Popular Front’ 
government in 1936, the old split took the acute form of the 
‘stay-in’ strikes and further disruption in the ranks of the indus- 
trial workers: this despite the share taken by the C.G.T. in the 
formation of the Cartel des Gauckes in 1 924 and in the early stages 
of the Popular Front itself. 

By its stormy history and its chronic divisions, political 
organization of the French industrial workers thus failed to 
compensate for the bias of the Third Republican regime in 
favour of the peasantry and the countryside. If the regime only 
too often failed to reflect the true social balance of French life, 
if the governments and policies of the Republic tended too 
often to defer to the preferences of the peasants at the expense 
of the interests of the industrial workers, it was a fault not only 
of the Constitution itself, but also of the weakness of Labour 
organizations. This weakness became most apparent just when 
it mattered most — in the critical years between the two wars. 
Some real consolidation existed between the Amiens Congress 
of the C.G.T. in 1906 and the Saint-fitienne Congress in 1922. 
But in 1920 the Left Wing of the Socialist Party split off to be- 
come the French Communist Party, and a large section of the 
trade unions split off from the C.G.T. to form the Covfiderattm 



THE SOCIAL BASES 51 

Genhrale du Travail Unitaire {C.G.T.U.), affiliated to the Moscow 
International. They reunited in 1936, when the reunited 
G.G.T. represented some five million out of the eight million 
industrial workers. (Others were organized into the Confedera* 
iion generale des Travailleurs Chretiens^ or Catholic unions.) 

And the consequence of these unhappy divisions? It was not 
that the Radical Parties represented exclusively the peasants, 
or that the Socialists never got peasant support. The majority 
of Senators and Deputies represented rural or semi-rural con- 
stituencies, for the simple reason that most French constituen- 
cies were rural or semi-rural: but they bore every party-label, 
from Right to Left. In 1 929 Leon Blum was returned by Nar- 
bonne, a constituency of wine-growers and wuU-to-do peasant 
proprietors. No single party specifically represented the peas- 
ants as distinct from the industrial workers, and any group 
which in substance stood for a special agrarian interest was 
usually careful to disguise the fact — ^like the Parti Ouvrier et Pay-- 
san. Every party tried to win the support of both peasantry and 
industry^: and this had consequences which were more bad than 
good. The broad division of economic interests was between 
small land-owning agriculturists and wage-earning industrial 
workers: between those interested in high prices in the home 
market and tariff protection from foreign competition, and 
those interested in low prices and high exports. That this 
di\dsion did not coincide with any clear party division might 
have helped to soften the conflict. But the main result was that 
economically the conflict was never resolved or even seriously 
tackled: and politically there grew up habits of dishonest and 
inconsistent angling for votes on one hand, cynical or sceptical 
voting on the other. Because of the nature of their constituen- 
cies and the weakness of organized Labour, most politicians 
tended to be over-impressed by the voting power of the peas- 
ants. Their policies thus still further accentuated the bias of the 
Republic aw^ay from industrial interests. In 1939, a French 
economist could still write, Tn the pursuit of any economic 
policy, the only guide for the central authorities has hitherto 
been the number of electors interested in agricultural produc- 
tion,’ And men like Marshal Petain and Laval, launching a 
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‘back to the land* movement in tune with German policy, 
could make much of their own peasant origins in their propa- 
ganda and self-publicity, as evidence of virtue and a sign of grace.* 
This hiatus or lack of correspondence between social and 
political alignments was partly a result, partly a cause, of the 
power of the revolutionary tradition. France kept what M. 
Pierre Maillaud has called ‘a party system based on historical 
memories rather than on hard economic facts’, and party for- 
mations which were ‘like the luminous rays of those stars whose 
light only reaches us some hundred years after the star itself is 
extinguished’.^ The French habit of historical thinking (com- 
parable only to the Irish or Polish cherishing and nursing of 
historical memories) became in this sense a burden on French 
political life and on the working of her democratic regime. 
Political controversy was too often carried on in unreal and 
out-of-date terms, battles long ago were refought while battles 
of to-day, which clamoured to be fought, were left in suspense 
or lost by default. The slowness and inadequacy with which 
social services were developed, the inefficiency of the French 
financial and fiscal system, the distrust of all government which 
characterized much Radical thought (as, for example, the 
writings of ‘Alain’ in recent years) all have some of their roots 
in the burdensome continuance of outworn ideas and irrelevant 
controversies.^ The revolutionary tradition, in its diverse forms, 

^ Pierre Maillaud: France (1942) — a brilliant short introduction for 
English readers to the background and problems of modern France. 

Cf. Chapter V, for discussion of these shortcomings: for Radical 
individualism see especially ‘Alain’ (i.e. Professor Ghartier) : Aliments 
(Tune Doctrine Fadicale (1925). Typical of his constant thesis is the prin- 
ciple: ‘Democracy resides in . . . what I call le controleur, which is no- 
thing but the continually effective power of deposing kings and special- 
ists the very moment they no longer manage affairs according to the 
interests of the greatest numbers To be a Radical is to accept with- 
out restriction the principles that universal suffrage must have all 
power and all ultimate control and checking authority.’ The theories 
of ‘Alain’, as of all extreme Radicalism, mean constant incipient an- 
archy — the determination to preserve freedom by keeping the govern- 
ment weak, ‘Everything which limits and controls powers is demo- 
cratic— or if you like Radical.’ 
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has often been a source of inspiration for France. In times of 
crisis — as in 1871 ^ in the storm of the Dreyfus case, in 1914 and 
in 1944 — it has helped France to renew her vitality with a 
resilience which has amazed the world. But in times of greater 
normality, it has been more of a drag on social progress and 
democratic evolution than a spur. 


The Middle Classes 

The social basis of the Third Republic had its centre of 
gravity in the middle classes. Whereas the peasantry, from the 
first, gained solid advantages from the Republic in the form of 
consolidation and protection for their property: and the in- 
dustrial workers gained fireedom to organize themselves for 
collective bargaining and direct action; the middle classes 
found, in the parliamentary Republic, an avenue for career, 
power and wealth which gained them Ultimate political pre- 
dominance. In so far as there was tension between agriculture 
and industry, peasant and industrial worker, the middle classes 
held, by reason of their entrenched position, a sort of casting 
vote between the t^\^o main blocs of economic interest. 

To explain broad historical development by the ^rise of the 
middle classes’ has become an overworked device of historians. 
This peculiarly self-raising class has been made unduly re- 
sponsible for the growth of nationalism, imperialism, mon- 
archy, democracy, dictatorship, and every other ‘ism’ and 
‘archy’ invented by historians. But there is a real and concrete 
sense in which 1875 was a far more complete triumph for the 
French bourgeoisie than either 1789 or even 1830. With nobility 
rendered powerless, peasantry placated and industrial interests 
still kept subservient to bourgeois needs, the middle classes after 
1875 gained solid control of all the apparatus of the State, and 
of most of the key positions in French society. The sequence of 
epithets applied to the Third Republic — La Republique des CamC’- 
rades^ La Republique des Professeurs, even La Republique des Com’- 
plicesy are but variants of this general truth.^ M. Albert 
^ Cf. Daniel Halevy: La Ripublique des Comitis (1934); Robert 
de Jouvenel: La Ripublique des Camarades (1934); A Thibaudet: La 
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Guerard has spoken, with some force, of ‘the dictatorship of the 
middle class’, the rule of a 'Bourgeois bureaucracy’.^ And there 
is enough truth in the description to merit closer examination. 

M. Guerard’s thesis is that under the Third Republic the 
doctrine of a ‘separation of powers’ was still observed, but in a 
different sense from either the French Constitution of 1848 or 
the American Constitution of 1 787. On the one hand there was 
the stricdy political power, both executive and legislative, and 
in both cases elected. On the other hand, there was the ad- 
ministrative power — the judiciary, the permanent officials, the 
many branches of the civil service ranging from diplomats to 
railway officials, from colonial administrators to school teach- 
ers. The administrative power was little affected by political 
changes, and little even by revolutions, since substantially the 
same framework of officialdom lasted from Napoleon onwards, 
throughout the many political upheavals of the nineteeiith 
century. Its professional traditions stretch back even behind 
the great Revolution to the days of Richelieu and Colbert. Its 
power was augmented by every successive increase in State 
activity, and its technical skill matured through many genera- 

Ripuhlique des Professeurs (1927); A. Fabre-Luce: Le Secret de la Re- 
pMique (1938), Chapter III, on ‘La Republique des Complices’. Per- 
haps one should add also Robert Dreyfus: La Ripublique de M. Thiers 
(1930); and Daniel Halevy: La RSpublique des Dues (1937) among the 
historians of the early years of the Republic; and Jacques Fourcade: 
La Ripublique de la Province (1936). 

This tendency of French historians and political theorists to philoso- 
phize about the Third Republic in terms of one underlying principle 
became something of a cult: and such tendentious nicknames became 
part of the small change of political controversy. 

^ Albert Guerard: The France of To-morrow (Harvard, 1942). 
This interesting work by an American-born Frenchman is too little 
known in England. It has many penetrating remarks on the whole 
character of the Republic and of French national development in 
modem times. The central part of the book (Part II) is a study of 
‘Democracy in France’. Cf. also L. D. White, W. R. Sharp et aL: The 
Civil Service Abroad (1935) for a brief survey of the administrative 
organization; or W. R. Sharp: The French Civil Service: Bureaucracy in 
Transition (1931). 
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tions. Little is found in the constitutional laws of 1 875 about the 
administration or the judiciary. The formal constitution of the 
Third Republic is even more significant for what it leaves un- 
said, and takes for granted as being automatically carried for 
ward, than for what it explicitly mentions. 

This generalization was familiar among the many critics of 
the Republic. Thus Daniel Halevy wrote in 1931, 'Republican 
France has, in reality, two constitutions: one, that of 1875, is 
official, visible and fills the Press — it is parliamentary: the 
other is secret, silent, that of VAn VIII — the Napoleonic con- 
stitution which hands over the direction of the country to the 
administrative corps.’^ He cites, as an example of the relative 
power of these two 'constitutions’, the contrast between the 
Labour code drawn up in the eighteen-nineties by the/a;z^- 
tionnaires in the Office du Travail^ attached to the Ministry of 
Commerce and Industry, and the social legislation drafted be- 
tw^een 1899 and 1905 by the parliamentary Socialists. The one 
found concrete expression in the measures of the eighteen-nine- 
ties setting up workers’ delegations, limiting the hours of work 
for women, fixing standards of hygiene, pensions and accident 
insurance, which were put through by the moderate Republi- 
cans. The other found little concrete expression, and became 
a dead letter while the work of the bureaucracy survived. Other 
considerations determined this contrast, and the Conservative 
bias of Halevy requires some allowance. But his general point 

^ Daniel Hale\7: Decadence de la Liberti (1931) — a brilliant 
Conservative analysb of the political forces in the Third Republic. 
The general thesis here described was not, be it noted, peciiliar to 
any political wing. It is shared by a Conservative like Halevy, a 
moderate Liberal like Guerard, a doctrinaire Radical like ‘Alain’, 
and a Left-winger like Blum. Cf. ‘Alain’ Doctrine Radicale^ 

p. 25: ‘En France, il y a un tr^ grand nombre d’electeurs radicaux, 
un certain nombre de depute radicaux, et un tr^s petit nombre de 
ministres radicaux: quant aux chefe de service^ ils sont tous reaction- 
naires. Celui qui a bien compris cela tient la clef de notre politique’ 
(written 1906). 

Carlton J. H. Hayes estimates the proportion of French citizens who 
were in some sense paid State functionaries at one-twentieth {France, 
a Nation of Patriots, 1930). 
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is true and significant enough: reforms passed by the middle 
class, as Conservative politicians and officials, went through 
quicker and worked more smoothly under the Third Republic 
than measures devised by more progressive and Radical politi- 
cal groups, and then imposed upon the fonctionnaires. The ex- 
perience of the Popular Front Government under Blum still 
further illustrates and endorses the same general truth. 

One important channel of middle-class influence on French 
life — even on French political life — ^was the Chambers of Com- 
merce. There were over 140 Chambers of Commerce, each of 
twenty-one members, save the Paris Chamber which repre- 
sented the Department of the Seine as well as the capital, and 
had forty members. Chosen by the wealthiest and most firmly 
established business men (who had to have been in business for 
at least five years and to have paid taxes upon a business 
enterprise for which they were responsible), they were semi- 
official bodies connected with the Ministry of Commerce, and 
had both privileges and responsibilities. In towns Hke Paris, 
Marseilles and Bordeaux, certain port taxes were allowed to 
them, and they served as advisory bodies in all problems 
affecting commerce and industry. Directly representing some 
270,000 well-to-do business men, and including among their 
members the ‘aristocrats’ of each business locality, who served 
for six years at a time, the Chambers of Commerce were able 
to take a direct share in the formulation of government policy 
in business matters. The largest, such as Paris, made itself re- 
sponsible for a dozen Business Schools, wherein primary school 
pupils learnt trades and a wide variety of business and com- 
mercial techniques: it built and equipped the schools itself. In 
both local and national business life, their influence and power 
were throughout considerable. And the part played in North 
Aflica by the Algerian and other Chambers of Commerce after 
1942 was important, when other more formal kinds of local 
administration were in a state of flux. 

Of the lodges of fireemasonry as a further channel of middle- 
class influence on politics, something will be said below 
(Chapter III) for their influence is inseparable from that of the 
Radical cadres. 
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At the time of the great Revolution, the Abbe Sieyfes had 
asked, ‘What is the Third Estate? Nothing. What ought it to be? 
Everything.* But the Third Estate meant the assembly of 
middie-class folk, provincial lawyers and intellectuals, who 
came to represent ‘the people* as against the nobility and 
clergy. The assumption of the professional classes under the 
Third Republic, too, was that the ‘Third Estate* should be 
everything — everything, that is, in the State. They provided the 
staff for all government offices, for the armed services, the 
universities and higher educational establishments, the colonial, 
diplomatic and foreign services, the judiciary: and people 
recruited for these services, if not bourgeois by birth, became 
bourgeois by training and outlook before they could enter the 
ranks offonctionnaires. This position was not, of course, peculiar 
to France. It prevailed, with differences only of degree, in 
Grcnnany and Great Britain. The sieve through which all had 
to pass was the network of the educational system. 

Higher education was divided, on social lines, into two main 
branches.^ On one hand, there was higher primary, commer- 
cial and technical education, provided free for all competent 
to pass the necessary examinations. On the other hand, there 
was secondary education proper, longer in duration and more 
costly in charge until as late as 1937. The one was democratic 
— the ‘career open to talents* — ^but a career in the business and 
industrial worlds and not in the administrative professions. It 
was the educational ladder of the lycees and colleges^ the univer- 
sities and the professional institutes, which was the normal 
means of access to the levels of the fonctionnaires. The fees 
charged, the long delay before earning could begin, and the 
still further delay before earning could be large, all deterred 
any save the well-to-do from embarking on a professional 

^ Gf. C. Richard: UEnsdgnemmt en France (1925), pp. 549 “ 55 > 
where the new scale of fees charged from 1926 onwards is given for 
the Lycees of Paris, Poitiers and Grenoble. See also the a dm i r able 
stimniary of the French educational system in Carlton J. H. Hayes: 
France^ a Nation of Patriots^ Chapter III, and of the French civil service 
in L. D. White (ed.): The Civil Service in the Modem State (1930), 
p. 215 ff. 
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career. The number of scholarships available was not great 
enough to make the ladder more than a narrow one for the 
poor: and a suitable 'marriage of convenience’, a further lad- 
der to social position and power, was available only to those 
who were already moderately well-to-do. 

Politics offered more openings than administration, and* 
Daladier, son of a baker, Laval, son of a cafe-proprietor, could 
become Prime Minister. But a parliamentary’ career, too, was 
easier for those with a more classical and literary education or 
legal training, and those with private means enough to risk 
the chances of elections and cover the expenses of holding a 
seat. Deputies were not lavishly paid. Their salaries were 
raised from 9,000 to 15,000 francs (;i^6oo) in 1906: and were 
w'orth about the same at 82,500 francs in 1 938. To this must be 
added privileges of free travel. Lawyers, teachers, doctors, 
journalists tended to go into politics more than any other 
classes of the community, and half the Chamber and Senate 
were normally. lawyers and journalists. The competition for 
election was considerable. In 1919, 2,129 candidates stood for 
615 seats: by 1936, there were 4,807 at the first ballot. In 
general, the middle classes tended to dominate parliamentary 
government almost as much as they dominated the administra- 
tion: for the power of the central groups, the Republicans and 
Radicals which were normally indispensable ingredients of any 
government, reflected the political power of the middle and 
professional classes. The 'separation of powers’ between the 
political and administrative branches of the constitution was 
real in a constitutional but not in a social sense. The Third 
Republic was throughout, in spirt and operation, middle class 
rather than either aristocratic or peasant or proletarian. 

Yet, despite the similarity of social recruitment for both 
branches of the State, there developed a certain contrast and 
even conflict of outlook between the men employed in each of 
them. This sprang partly from the more rigid selection and 
training of the fonctionnaires, partly firom the different functions 
\^hxch.foTictionnaires and deputies performed in the constitution. 
The broad function of the deputy, apart from taking part in 
the establishment or overthrow of the Cabinet (which was in 
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effect the executive committee of the two assemblies) was to 
serve as a watchdog and a check on the administration. He 
was, as M. Gu6rard suggests, ‘the defender of the people, whose 
business it was to protect his constituents against the delays, 
the errors, the petty tyrannies of the Administration. Some 
obscure deputies, who never made a speech or wrote a report, 
were faithfully re-elected every four years, because they faith- 
fully performed this their essential duty. They were not them- 
selves the source or even the agents of power; they were the 
elected inspectors of the appointed bureaucracy.’^ 

The testimony of Lieutenant-Colonel Pierre Tissier, himself 
Maitre des Requites (or Public Prosecutor) in the Conseil d'&at, is 
of some interest. The Conseil d^£tat, the apex of the highly in- 
tegrated and centralized administrative system bequeathed to 
modern France by Napoleon, had before that been an instru- 
ment of the monarchy of the ancien regime. It latterly contained 
many elements either Royalist or semi-Fascist, in direct opposi- 
tion to the whole nature of the parliamentary Republic. ‘The 
life of every high official in France’, writes Tissier, ‘begins on 
the benches of the Law School — the Facultede Droit — and about 
the green-topped tables of the School of Political Science.’ 
The professors chosen by the latter were always men whose 
political views were reactionary and definitely anti-Republican 
and it became the great rallying-point for the avowed 
enemies of the Republic. ‘While it was just possible, if one 
wanted to study for the Foreign Office exams., to do so else- 
where (there was the School of Commercial Studies, also a 
private concern) it was in effect quite impossible for anyone 
who wanted to get into the Council of State or the Finance 
Inspectorate to do without the “Science po”. Thus the Re- 
public confided the training of its highest officials to its ac- 
knowledged enemies.’^ 

Indeed, the Conseil d'£tat and the Chamber of Deputies were 
the two poles around which the divergent tendencies of the 

^ Albert Gu^ard: op. cit., p. 168. 

^ Pierre Tissier: I Worked with Laval (1942), pp. 7-17. Cf. also 
P. Allard: Le Quai d^Orsay (1938), p. 38 ffi for a description of how the 
Quai d’Orsay staff was recruited. 
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Third Republican form of government may be said to have 
focused. The one — ^permanent, judicial, administrative, pro- 
fessional — the final bulwark of authority: the other — the arena 
wherein local and rival interests reached either working com- 
promise and agreement or total deadlock, according to the 
issues involved, but always fluid, political, controversial, turbu- 
lent. The Conseil d'£tat, which survived through every political 
regime of the nineteenth century until it became the very centre 
of political power under Vichy, was normally not a political 
body. On one hand, it was the supreme administrative 
tribunal to judge disputes between the State, departments or 
Communes and the ordinary citizen, contriving to hold the 
scales fairly between the great powers of the public authorities 
and legitimate private interests or individual rights. In .this 
role, its greatest virtue was its independence of politics: and its 
judges showed no marked partiality for the State against the 
private citizen. On the other hand, it served the Government 
in an advisory capacity, concerning new bills and decrees. In 
both capacities, it was normally very jealous of its indepen- 
dence: and its inborn hostility to the Republic made it a power- 
ful check on hasty or arbitrary legislation, since it was ex- 
tremely rare for any government to reject its counsels. 

The outlook of the officials of the Conseil d^£tat is characteris- 
tic of the whole body offonciionnaires as a class. It is the outlook 
of etatisme — of authoritarianism verging at its worst on totali- 
tarianism, but at its best expressing concern for the cause of 
national unity and the stability of the national community as a 
whole. Perhaps the basic assumption, so manifest in a body 
ready to serve any form of regime, is the English Tory belief 
expressed pithily in the Duke of Wellington’s maxim, ‘The 
King’s government must be carried on’, or more classically by 
Alexander Pope: 

For forms of government let fools contest, 

Whate’er is best administered is best. 

It means concern for law and order, stable government and 
good (in the sense of efficient) administration : an impatience 
with political controversy, conflicting ideologies and interests. 
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and all party divisions: a longing to ‘lift government out of 
politics’ and provide regular administration by experts. It is 
an outlook instinctively anti-democratic in nature and ten- 
dency, yet with qualities which make it an indispensable in- 
gredient in the effective running of a modern State, however 
democratic. Could any modern democratic State, assuming 
responsibility for the social welfare and public service of its 
citizens, work through a civil service which was not in some 
measure apart from politics, and impartially willing to serve 
any party in power? The United States, with its ‘spoils system’, 
tried to make its civil service political: it has increasingly 
abandoned the attempt. 

The family from which sprang the greatest of all colonial 
servants — Marshal Lyautey — ^is characteristic of the environ- 
ment in which so m.3J\yfonctionnaiTes of ability and importance 
were brought up. The authorized biographer of Lyautey de- 
scribes it in these words 

In his home two traditions and two conceptions of social life were 
harmoniously blended. From the father’s side there caime the tradition 
of service to the State — ^whether as soldiers or administrators, with 
the principle and practice of duty and work — ^while from the mother’s 
side came the traditions of the landed gentry, wdth the art of living 
a cultured life of leisure. . . . When but twelve years of age (i.e. in 
1871) he wrote down the reasons for his being a Royalist. Considering 
his home atmosphere, that he should hold such opinions was but 
natural; for while his father was a moderate Legitimist, his father’s 
second sister had an ardent respect for the Comte de Chambord, the 
last scion of the oldest line of the House of Bourbon. His mother’s 
people too, were Royalists, but with Orleans sympathies. 

His grandmother of ninety, surrounded by her sixty de- 

^ Sonia E. Howe: Lyautey of Morocco (1931) — a highly illuminat- 
ing study of how men of this social class and family tradition were 
virtually forced, by the anti-clerical and often anti-military spirit of 
the Republic into devoted service of the State. The Third Republic 
was happy in its inheritance of such public-spirited servants of the 
nation, whatever its regime and however repugnant the parliamen- 
tary regime might be to them: the spirit of noblesse oblige often served 
it well. See also Andr6 Maurois: Lyautey (1931). 
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scendants, summed up the family tradition and atmosphere in 
one sentence: ‘I thank God that not one among you is a Re- 
publican,’ 

Educated in the School of St. Genevieve run by Jesuits, and 
in the Military Colleges of St. Gyr and UEcok d'£tat Major ^ and 
profoundly influenced by the teachings of Comte Albert de 
Mun,^ Lyautey grew to manhood in an environment which 
still further emphasized the ideal of service. Like the thousands 
of other able men who followed similar careers and also felt the 
teaching of de Mun, he learnt devotion to France as a nation 
and as a State, rather than to the Republic as such, or to 
democratic ideals. 

This etatiste outlook was shared not only hy fonctionnaires in 
the military and colonial services, but by the leaders of the 
home civil service, the judiciary, and even by some of the 
politicians. It has both its virtues and its vices. In so far as it 
rests on professional pride, on the ideal of State-service and 
national honour, it has immense social value. It makes for 
honest service, administrative integrity, even-handed justice. 
In so far as it is authoritarian, and attracts or breeds a narrow, 
rigid, over-traditionalist unimaginative type of personality, it 
lends itself to eager canvassing by totalitarian and undemo- 
cratic political movements which seek to overthrow the parlia- 
mentary system from within. By family traditions and technical 
training, by service-traditions and their working environment, 
the French fonctionnaires in the latter phases of the Third Re- 

^ Comte Albert de Mun: Ma Vocation Sociale (1926). Mun had a 
genius for winning disciples to his creed of social service and had more 
influence than any other single person in inspiring men such as 
Lyautey to a life of devoted service. He taught that ‘it was the duty of 
the privileged classes to go to the humble folk, to learn to know 
them, to go with them in sympathy: to seek with them in perfect 
confidence and trust for a way of lessening this misunderstanding and 
of drawing hearts together’. Mun later described his disciples of St. 
Cyr as ‘these young men, possessed by one idea only ... to serve their 
country by love, by devoting themselves completely to it while re- 
maining professed Christians’ (quoted Sonia E. Howe: op. cit., pp. 
26-9). Cf. Jacques Piou: Le Comte Albert de Mun (1925). Mun played 
a central part in the Boulangist plots. 
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public too often allowed these vices to overcome these virtues. 
Traditional Royalist movements such as the Camelots du Roi 
and the Action frangaise^ and semi-Fascist movements such as the 
Cagoulards and the Croix de Feu^ won many adherents among the 
higher officials. The bureaucracy violated its own raison d'Stre 
and its inherent principles by coming down into the political 
arena: and the parliamentary Republic became not, like any 
other regime, the master to be served, but rather the enemy to 
be destroyed. The betrayal of the fonctionnaires was even more 
drastic and immediate in its effects than la trahison dcs clercs of 
which Julian Benda wrote so eloquently.^ 

This betrayal came to light, as will later be shown, in the 
willing response given to the experiment of Vichy in 1940.^ 
That regime of dug-out army, naval and judicial officers to 
which so many North African colonial administrators paid 
ready homage, was not only ‘the revenge of the anti-Dreyfus- 
ards’. It was also the revenge of the fonctionnaires for long years 
of parliamentary corruption and incompetence. But be it noted 
that the men of Vichy had to carry out many dismissals and 
replacements in the Conseil d"&at, and in the ranks of the Pre- 
fects and the Army, before they could make these bodies pli- 
able and servile tools of their dictatorship. The betrayal was 
never complete: and was no greater than the betrayal of the 
majority of the National Assembly — that other branch of 
middle-class predominance — ^which in July 1940 abdicated 
political responsibility by their grant of wide emergency powers 
to Marshal Petain. The change of label, from ‘the French Re- 
public’ to ‘the French State’, expresses exactly the transfer of 
allegiance which both bureaucracy and frightened parliamen- 
tarians made in the face of national disaster. 

It will be shown below how far this attitude — this ‘adminis- 
trative outlook’ — prevailed in such crises as the Macmahon 
crisis of 1877, Boulanger and Dreyfus crises, and the 
supreme crisis of 1940. Suffice now to note its social roots in 

^Julian Benda: La Trahison des Clercs (1927) — a study of the 
*nation<ilization of intellect, which was widely discmsed in both 
France and Britain in the late nineteen-twenties. 

^ See Chapter VI for a study of the Vichy regime. 
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the middle and professional classes, interested most in social 
order and the security of property. The peasantry, interested 
also in the security of property, could sometimes, and in some 
measure, be induced to support it. But while peasant interests 
dominated, on the whole, economic policy and industrial 
working-class interests were the driving-force behind social 
policy, it was the middle classes which dominated political and 
foreign policy. By this working compromise the Third Repub- 
lic survived, in a sense unforeseen by Thiers, as 'the form of 
government which divides us least’. With the growing break- 
down of this compromise, the Third Republic began to totter. 
And with its final breakdown, the Third Republic fell. It fell 
when the very issue of whether or not parliamentary institu- 
tions should survive became the one issue 'which divided us 
most’. 


The Aristocracy and Gentry 

The relics of the old nobility, the old Bonapartist officials, 
and the country gentry played a steadily diminishing part in 
the life of the Third Republic. When it w’as founded, they were 
stiU of considerable importance. During the eighteen-seven- 
ties, when the chances of a Monarchist revival were still not 
hopeless — and even the possibility of a Bonapartist resurgence 
could not be completely counted out — they were of immense 
importance. The period (1873-7) which Daniel Halevy has 
christened La Republique des Dues was their time of greatest 
power. Only in 1879, with the clear failure of the Macmahon 
experiment in preliminary royalism and the complete capture 
by the Republicans of Presidency, Senate and Chamber, did 
the old nobility and gentry begin to sink into relative un- 
importance politically. By then, the constitution of the Repub- 
lic had been cast in a mould not uncongenial to their interests 
and aspirations: and their lasting influence on the Republic 
through their decisive control of its formative stages will later 
be examined in some detail (Chapter IV). The gentry of the 
provincial chateaux lost their own grip even earlier — ^with the 
first dissolution of the National Assembly in 1876: a grip which 
had been loosening with each new batch of by-elections since 
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1871. La Fin des Notables — also Daniel Halevy’s phrase — ^had 
come even before La Ripuhlique des Dries, But like the greater 
nobility, they left their mark on the Constitution, since it was 
indeed their own child. 

When the Republic fell into the hands of the Republicans, 
both greater and lesser nobility withdrew to their chateaux, from 
which only the crises of 1870-1 had first drawn them, and took 
a larger share in the social and economic life than in the politi- 
cal life of the Republic. With an attitude varying from mono- 
lithic aloofness to one of positive disdain and bitter contempt, 
they held apart from active public life, save in their own nar- 
row locality. The Annuaire de la Noblesse de France went on ap- 
pearing regularly, from its foundation in 1843 right through 
the Republic. Therein, at least, the supporters of the three rival 
houses of France at last merged — ^Bourbon, Orleanist and Bona- 
peurtist — ^in a concerted effort to keep alive their titles and pedi- 
grees. Therein the lesser nobility created by all three dynasties 
recorded their births, marriages and deaths, and their centen- 
ary celebrations. In 1935 maybe foimd recorded, significantly, 
the researches of the Due de Gramont into methods of anti- 
aircrafE defence; the appointment of General de Gastelnau as 
Conservator of the Gonde Museum in Chantilly; and the 
election of the Marquis de Bonneval in succession to the Baron 
de Bussiere as President of the Commission Frangaise de Bridget 

A medium of continued aristocratic influence, of scarcely less 
importance than those already mentioned, was the Church. On 
the social borderline where old gentry and new bourgeoisie 
tended to merge, stood the folk who mostly filled the upper 

^ Whoever has not savoured the delicious snobbery of the 
Annuaire de la Noblesse de France has not fully understood the Third 
Republic. Produced mainly by the highly prolific writer, the Comte 
Gteorges de Morant, it reminds its readers: ‘Une notice inser^e dans 
r Annuaire de la Noblesse de France, Nobiliaire pr^ieux, est con- 
servee dans les Families, d la Biblioth^que Nationale a Paris et dans 
toutes les principales Bibliotheques du Monde.’ It also points out (in 
1935) that ‘Quatre Dues d’Angleterre, jeunes, beaux et riches, sont 
en qu6te de Duchesses’, and provides details of their pedigrees, castles, 
wealth and expectations. 


5 
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hierarchy of the Catholic Church and the Catholic Orders in 
France. According to the official figures of 1876, there were 
then 55,369 men employed in the organization of the Church 
in France. Nine-tenths of the priests, according to Lecanuet, 
were recruited from the sons of artisans or labourers: and the 
bishops w^ere reproaching the upper classes for not giving their 
sons to the Church. But during the following generation the 
Catholic Orders — especially the Jesuits and missionizing socie- 
ties — attracted many young men and w’omen of the old gentry. 
Of the 125464 Jesuits in France in 1878, over a quarter were also 
missionaries. The development of the French colonial empire 
in Africa and Indo-China opened up fresh opportunities for 
service of the Faith: and in the first decade of the Republic, 
some 40,000 Frenchmen served as Catholic missionaries. 

In these ways the energies and ambitions of a section of the 
older aristocracy and gentry were diverted away from the 
democratic regime which they disliked: but were harnessed to 
the service of France as a nation, and of the Church as a social- 
service body. This social diversion was not without its in- 
fluences, direct and indirect, on the functioning of the regime.^ 


The Oligarchy 

An impressive feature of French life — as of British — ^w^as, 
throughout the Third Republic, the division between the old 
aristocracy of title and local prestige, and the new aristocracy 
of industrial wealth. In the latter decades of the nineteenth 
century, large industrial concerns, trusts and cartels, brought 
a new and startling element into French life, hitherto used to 
the small unit of production both in agriculture and industry. 
The later stages of the Industrial Revolution brought to power 
a new class of very wealthy — and very powerful — ^financiers 
and trust magnates, whose grip on French economy was sym- 

^ Cf. the valuable studies of E. Lecanuet: LJSglise de France sous 
la Troisieme Ripublique^ iSyo-g4 (2 Vols. igio); C. S. Philips: The 
Church in France, 1 848-1 goy (1936); A. Debidour: T^glise Catholique et 
r£tat sous la Troisieme Ripublique (2 Vols. 1906); and ibid., Histoire des 
Rapports de V^glise et de VJ£tat en France (1898). 
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bolized in the notorious ‘200 Families’. Normally despised as 
upstart nouveaux riches by the older gentiy, and feared alike by 
the peasants and industrial workers who depended on them for 
livelihood, the big industrialists between the two wars extended 
their grip to French political life through control of the Press, 
manipulation of the Bourse^ and direct influence upon politi- 
cians in the Senate and the Chamber. This advent of a new 
social class between the two wars, and its manoeuvres on the 
political stage (even when popularly exaggerated), was the 
main underlying cause of the new social conflicts which 
marked the working of the parliamentary regime in the nine- 
teen-twenties and nineteen-thirties. The rise of what Andre 
Siegfried has christened ‘industrial feudalism’, and of violent 
opposition to the new oligarchy in the shape of a Communist 
movement, made the working of democracy in France since 
1918 radically different from the working of democracy before 
the Great War. The Republican Federation became its chief 
parliamentary voice: though its power lay, like the organized 
Labour movements which opposed it, in 'direct action’. 

The growth of big business in France was due to a wide 
variety of causes, some of them international and few of them 
peculiar to France. But four developments are worth specific 
mention for their bearing on the general change in social 
conditions of life and work. 

One is the so-called ‘concentration’ of industry, which was 
taking place in the two decades before 1914, and which con- 
tinued after 1918. The sugar industry, an important link be- 
tween French agriculture and industry, shows the develop- 
ment well. In the season 1883-4, 4^3 sugar factories produced 
an average of 840 tons each. In 1 900-1, 334 factories produced 
an average of 3,000 tons each. In 1912-12, 213 factories aver- 
aged 4,000 tons each. This process was due not to State policy 
but almost entirely to private enterprise. After 1918, the lead 
was taken by motor magnates, particularly Renault and 
Citroen, who tended to follow the American pattern. This at- 
tack on the small unit of production and the independent em- 
ployer, and their replacement by bigger mass-production fac- 
tories as the workers’ natural communities, clashed with the 
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familiar pattern of French economic life.^ It made for greater 
efficiency of production, but had not gone faf enough by 1939 
to enable France to compete in output with Germany. French- 
men had lost enough of their personal economic independence 
to put large numbers of workers at the mercy of cartels: but 
had not gained enough in national security to protect them 
from the enemy across the Rhine. As in so many other ways, 
France fell between two stools in 1940. 

The second is the growth of joint-stock companies — societes 
anonymes. Though little used in industry until after 1865, joint 
stock had long been used for railways and public utility com- 
panies, But only when Napoleon III in 1868 did away with 
need for the separate official authorization of each company did 
they begin to be more extensively used. By 1870, 223 new com- 
panies were formed, and by 1878 it had become the normal 
type of organization for all large commercial and industrial 
undertakings. By 1911-12, the average annual crop of new 
joint-stock companies was 1,500. By the nineteen-thirties there 
were some 50,000 share companies in France. This immense 
expansion, which meant on one hand the rise of a vast class of 
small investors and even a new rentier class, meant also the 
exploitation of great blocs of associated and anonymous capital 
by wealthy directors and trust magnates. It meant putting new 
powers of direction and control of national wealth into the 
hands of big business,^ and professional finance. As Anatole 
France remarked in Vile des Pingouins, ‘After making its escape 
from the authority of kings and emperors, after three times pro- 
claiming liberty, France has been brought into subjection by 
financial companies which command the country’s wealth, 
and, by means of a bought Press, control public opinion.’ Be- 
cause these developments in France coincided in time with 
similar development in Britain and Germany, the companies 

^ CX J. H. Glapham: The Economic Development of France and 
Germany, j8ig-jgi4 (1921), pp. 258 ff. And cf. W. F. Ogburn and W. 
Jaff^: The Economic Development of Post-War France: A Survey of Produc- 
tion (1929); V oeuvre de la Troisikne Ripuhlique (1945), Part II, Chap. I 
on ‘La chronologic ^conomique de la II le Ripuhlique’ by Jean 
WeiUer. 
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formed international links, and as Sir John Clapham puts it, 
‘the nations had become each year part owners of one an- 
other’s resources to an extraordinary degree’.^ 

Thirdly, there grew up a close connexion between the 
directors of industrial capital and the biggest financiers of the 
banks: and it was this link which cemented and entrenched the 
financial oligarchy. To the process of concentration of indus- 
try, and the accumulation of anonymous capital, was added 
the centralization of ultimate control in the hands of a few 
main companies; and the domination of most of these central 
controls by the magnates of finance. The oldest of the industrial 
associations — the Comite des Forges — dated from 1864. Though 
grouping together some 250 iron and steel companies, it was 
controlled by only thirty directors, with M, de Wendel at their 
head. He was also a Regent of the Bank of France. The Comite 
Central des Houilleres^ the Union des Industries Metallurgiques et 
Minieresy and the Comite Central des Armateurs de France provided 
similar centralization for the mining, metal and shipping in- 
dustries. These and other employers’ associations in 1919 set up 
a still wider co-ordinating body, the Confederation Generale de la 
Production Frangaise^ comprising all the biggest concerns in all 
the main industries. At every stage there was the closest link, 
both financial and personal, between these associations and the 
main banks: the ‘Big Four’ which were national in scope, and 
the Bank of France itself. The Banque de France was ruled by 
fifteen Regents elected by the largest shareholders, and a 
Governor and rwo Deputy Governors appointed by the Gov- 
ernment, who could be outvoted by the fifteen Regents since 
all had equal votes and the Governor had no more than a veto. 
The shareholders were represented by the General Council of 
two hundred: but this General Council, with the power to elect 
the Regents, was not elected by the shareholders. It was in both 
form and substance an oligarchy, since the Napoleonic Act of 

^ Cf. J. H. Clapham: op. cit., from which many of the figures 
quoted are derived. There is an interesting analysis, and much valu- 
able material in the admittedly partisan work by the General Secre- 
tary of the Communist Party in France, Maxirice Thorez: France 
To-day and the Peoples Front (1936-). 
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1803 which created the Bank laid down: ‘The two himdrea 
shareholders who form the General Council shall be those 
whom the register shows to have been the largest holders of the 
Bank’s shares at a date six months preceding the meeting.’ 
These are the famous ‘1200 Families’ — the core of the industrial- 
financial oligarchy of the Third Republic. The Act of 1 803 even 
stipulated that five of the fifteen Regents should be connected 
with commerce or industry. The position was changed only in 
19365 when both the General Council and the Governor were 
brought under the effective control of the State, and banking 
was finally nationalized in 1945.^ 

Finally, as the culmination of this pyramid of power, all 
these big business organizations — trusts, employers’ associa- 
tions and financial oligarchy — devised various ways of directly 
influencing public opinion and controlling Government policy. 
As one member of the Confederation Generate de la Production 
Frangaise put it in the nineteen-thirties, the Confederation ‘is 
able to intervene, as often as may be required, by approaching 
individual Members of Parliament or Commissions of the 
Chamber of Deputies or of the Senate, in order to secure the 
introduction of amendments in the interests of general prosper- 
ity, to Bills or schemes which fail to take economic realities into 
account’. The attitude of the oligarchy to the Government was 
frankly expressed in a semi-official communique issued by the 
Bank of France in 1935: 

M. Flandin’s Government has some praiseworthy actions to its 
credit. The Budget was voted in good time. By opposing the abolition 
of the economy decrees, it has shown a sound instinct. Its economic 
measures — though a little less certain— stili deserve a good mark, in 
view of the difficulties of the situation. This good mark has been given 
to M. Flandin in the form of credit facilities. These credit facilities 

^ Cf. Alexander Werth: The Destiny of France (1937)5 for a good 
journalistic account of the campaign against the ‘200 Families’ and 
of the ‘nationalization’ of the Bank of France by the Blum Govern- 
ment: especially Chapter XX. The ‘Big Fom’ were the Credit In- 
dustrie! et Commercial (1859), Soci6te Gdi^rale (1864), Credit 
Lyonnais (1865), ^d Comptoir d’Escompte (1889). All had many 
branches in Paris and the provinces. 
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may not prove sufficient. He will ask for more credit. Our reply will 
then depend on whether we are satisfied with the actions of the 
Government during the first respite we have given it as a reward for 
its present determination to defend the currency. 

Few statements could better illustrate the stranglehold of the 
oligarchy on the duly elected government of the people: or the 
way in which government policy had normally to be a com- 
promise between the desires of the Gk)vernment and the dic- 
tates of the financiers. As the Finance Committee of the Cham- 
ber of Deputies declared in its report of 16 July 1936: 'the Bank 
is in the hands of an oligarchy which has succeeded in ruling 
the country over the heads of its chosen representatives’. 

In addition to this direct stranglehold on the Government, 
the oligarchy had wide control of important sections of the 
Press. The extent of this control, and its influence on French 
opinion via the Press, has been brilliantly analysed by Charles 
A. Micaud. In addition to its official organ, the Bulletin Qjio- 
tidien, the Cpmite des Forges had considerable control of Le Temps 
and Le Journal des Debats, and was partly responsible for setting 
up the famous Comite France-Allemagne imder Fernand de 
Brinon to safeguard its close economic links with the German 
industrialists. But Mr. Micaud wisely gives a warning against 
explaining the attitude of the Right Wing by purely economic 
motives, and emphasizes that the Conservative and ideologicsd 
motives common to the whole of the Right, from Monarchism, 
Fascism and Catholicism to simple anti-Gommunism and anti- 
Republicanism, probably did more to determine the anti- 
Soviet and pro-German stand of the French Right than either 
industrial profit-motives or foreign subsidies. The conclusion 
'better Hitler than Blum’ was an attitude indigenous to the 
ranks of the upper middle class, the old aristocracy and the 
financial oligarchy, and did not need to be created by Fascist 
propaganda. The effect of the large and often sinister Right- 
wing Press was rather to canalize and direct these indigenous 
feelings and beliefs, than to create them.^ 

^ Cf. Charles A. Micaud: The French Right and Nazi Germany, 
^933~9 (1943)5 Carlton J. H. Hayes: France: a Nation of Patriots (1930), 
Chapter VI. The Agence Havas seems to have had direct connexions 
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Two Generations 

From this brief outline of the social scene in France, and of 
the broad social divisions whose alignment and conflicts found 
reflection in the whole working of the democratic regime in 
France, a few general conclusions may be drawn. These will be 
further examined and illustrated in later chapters. 

The story of the Third Republic falls into two equal parts — 
two generations each with different interests and a different 
social balance: and the watershed falls about the year 1905. 
The thirty-five years between 1870 and 1905 were spent, in a 
sense, in liquidating the past — in thrashing out the old con- 
flicts between Church and State, clerical and anti-clerical. 
Monarchy and Republic, militarism and parliamentarism. And 
by 1905, the forces of anti-clerical, Republican parliamentar- 
ism had triumphed. The Dreyfus case, the Bloc des Gauches and 
the separation of Church and State cleared the old issues from 
the arena. The thirty-five years between 1905 and 1940 were 
spent, in a sense, in seeking working compromise within the 
now established parliamentary Republic between new social 
forces — the new industrial working class (the C.G.T. and the 
Socialist movements) and the new industrial and financial 
oligarchy. Dynastic, ecclesiastical and militarist issues were 
replaced by social and economic issues; after 1918 the German 
menace, though not killed, took a new and at first a less viru- 

also with both the financial interests and the Quai d’Orsay (cf. 
P. Allard: Le Quai d^Orsay (1938), p. 179 f.) The big perfumier, 
Frangois Coty, owned UAmi du Peuple^ which was pro-Fascist and 
even Bonapartist in outlook, but ceased publication in September 
1938. He also owned Figaro, which had a circulation of some 50,000. 
These and the two influential weeklies owned by the publisher Fayard 
{Candide and Je Suis Partout) had their influence because they told 
their readers what they already believed and wanted to hear. Far 
wider in influence were the Paris-Soir, which was moderately Conserva- 
tive and had a circulation of over 1,500,000: and Le Petit Parisien with 
nearly 1,000,000. The Communist paper, I’ Humanity, sold between 
300,000 and 450,000 copies daily in 1938. See R. Manevy; Histoire de 
la Presse, igi^ d iggg (1945) for full details. 
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lent form; in both home and foreign policy there was a new 
hesitancy, jerkiness and defensiveness, much aggravated by 
the losses and exhaustion caused by the Great War. With a few 
distinguished exceptions, such as Glemenceau, the first genera- 
tion of political and national leaders had passed from the stage 
by 1905 and still more by 1914. Gambetta had died as early as 
1882, Gr6vy in 1891, and Ferry in 1893; Renan had died in 
1892 and Zola ten years later; Jaures was killed in 1914. Mean- 
while a new generation of leaders had come to the front. 
Briand and Blum had made themselves known during the 
Dreyfus affair: Poincare, Barthou and Herriot were the new 
men in politics, as were Maurras, Anatole France, 'Alain’, 
Duguit and Sorel, in political and social thinking. These very 
names reflect how much it was the Dreyfus crisis which threw 
up the ‘new men’ who were to dominate the next generation.^ 
And these new men represent a new social balance in French 
life: a balance in which the forces of conservatism were repre- 
sented less by the classes of Church, Army and Aristocracy, and 
more by the commercial and financial oligarchy and semi- 
Fascist movements such as the Action francaise, the Croix de Feu, 
and Jeunesses Patriotes, The first, led by Charles Maurras, 
actually dates from Dreyfus days, the others from the nine- 
teen-twenties. In this new social balance the forces of the Left 
were represented less by doctrinaire Republicans and more 
by Socialists, Communists, and the organized syndicalist move- 
ments: less by upper middle-class and peasantry, more by 
lower-middle class and industrial workers. The social content, 
no less than the ideological content, of the alignment of ‘Right’ 
and ‘Left’ Wings changed between 1905 and 1918. With this 

^ These names also reflect the new importance of the &ole 
Normale, or State teachers’ training college — the fountain-head of so 
much anti-clerical Republican Radicalism: cf. A. Thibaudet: La 
Ripublique des Professeurs (1927), Chapter X, where it is pointed out 
that ‘in the Liberal professions, teaching rigorously represents the 
class of “new men” . . and ‘the Radical Republic, bom in 1898, 
naturally found its cadres among these “new men”.’ Bursary-holders 
from the provinces — especially from Lyons — ^have often become the 
normaliens of politics. 
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fundamental distinction in mind, it is possible to proceed to an 
examination of the interaction between the actual democratic 
institutions as they evolved during these years, and the 
‘national vision’ of democracy as an operative ideal. 



Ill 


THE DEMOCRATIC INSTRUMENT 

T he fundamental paradox of the Third Republican constitu- 
tion was that it was a system of parliamentary sovereignty 
in a country where very few of the political parties or the 
broadly accepted schools of political thought really believed in 
parliamentary sovereignty. This paradox underlies its whole 
history, and is the clue to the political and social history of 
France in this period. In order to explain and expound this 
paradox, it is proposed to examine three questions: 

I. How the Constitution of the Republic was born; 

2. The principles and institutions of the Republic; 

3. How the Constitution worked. 

The Birth of the Republic 

The Third Republic was a Republic before it was a parlia- 
mentary Republic. Events between 1870 and 1875 conspired 
to make the new regime a Republic: but only events between 
1875 ^^79 determined that it should be a parliamentary 

Republic, with the centre of gravity of power lying inside the 
elected assemblies. It might at any time during these years 
have become either a system of cabinet government like the 
modem British Constitution or a system of presidential govern- 
ment like the American Constitution. After 1879, it could only 
have changed its character by either radical revision or revolu- 
tion. 

In another sense, the first turning-point in the formative stage 
of the Republic came not in 1 875, when the main constitutional 
laws were passed, but two years earlier, when Thiers fell and 
the main attempt at ‘fusion’ of the Monarchist parties failed. 
The first phase — the struggle for a Monarchist regime — ^passed 
its climax in 1873: and the second phase — the stmggle for a 
‘Conservative Republic’— began in the same year and con- 

75 
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tinued until 1879. The fundamental difference between the 
two phases in their bearing on the working of democracy in 
France is that the first failed completely whilst the second sub- 
stantially succeeded. The year 1873 saw the real rout of the 
Royalists: the year 1875 saw the real victory of the Conserva- 
tives — a constitutional and institutional victory, which the 
purely parliamentary triumph of the Republican forces four 
years later did not obliterate. Here is the first clue to the para- 
dox. 

The background to the years 1871-3 is the revolt of the Paris 
Commune, the urgent need to liberate French soil and plan 
French resurgence, and the clash of rival political parties. The 
forces in conflict were the moderate Liberal-Conservatives in 
power, led by Thiers; the Republican movement fostered and 
led by Gambetta; the Monarchist parties with a two-thirds 
majority in the National Assembly; and the small but active 
party of Bonapartists. The result was apparent governmental 
stability, in face of the national crisis, but a constant seething 
and manoeuvring of parties, already lining up for the next 
stage of the battle. From this political fluidity was born the 
widespread desire for a Conservative regime, whatever its form, 
to preserve social order and security. 

The regime under which France was governed between 1871 
and 1873 — ^usually called ‘The Republic of M. Thiers’ — ^was a 
rough-and-ready working compromise between the French 
tradition of investing ‘national sovereignty’ in a single, elected 
National Assembly, and the demands of urgent emergency. 
The National Assembly which met at Bordeaux in February 
1871, had been elected under the shadow of military collapse 
and German occupation of the northern provinces. It was for- 
mally a carry-over from both the Second Republic of 1848, 
under whose laws of elections it had been created, and of the 
provisional Republican dictatorship dating from 4 September 
1870, when Gambetta’s Government of National Defence had 
proclaimed a Republic. On all grounds — of inheritance, form, 
spirit and leadership — the regime of the Bordeaux Assembly 
was a Republic. The Assembly recognized this when, on 
17 February, it appointed M. Thiers ‘Chief of the Executive 
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Power of the French Republic’^ and added that he would 
‘exercise his functions under the authority of the National 
Assembly, with the agreement of ministers whom he shall 
choose and over whom he shall preside’. On i March it 
affirmed the overthrow of Napoleon III and his dynasty — 
which had been proclaimed to the Paris mob by Gambetta on 
4 September. The new ‘Chief of the Executive Power’ pro- 
ceeded to strike a bargain with the Assembly, which became 
known as the ‘Bordeaux Pact’. 

Thiers declared in the Assembly, on 10 March: ‘What we 
promise everybody, is not to deceive anybody; is not to behave 
in a way which would prepare, behind your backs, any exclu- 
sive solution which would distress the other parties. . . . We 
have accepted a heavy task. . . . We shall undertake nothing 
but the reorganization of the country. ... I give you the word 
of an honest man that none of the questions which are reserved 
shall have been altered by any infidelity on our part.’^ 

The Republic of M. Ttiem, which lasted imtil May 1873, 
and which accomplished successfully all its tasks of making 
peace, restoring order and liberating the coxmtry, was thus the 
most conditional, provisional and utilitarian of regimes. The 
precedent is of importance for the ‘Provisional Government of 
the French Republic’, headed by General de Gaulle, which 
governed France after her liberation in 1944. 

But inevitably, in accomplishing such great tasks as sup- 
pressing the Paris Commune, raising the indemnity demanded 
by Bistnarck in the Treaty of Frankfort, and reconstituting the 
French Army, even so provisional a, government predeter- 
mined the conditions of the more permanent regime. To dis- 
tinguish so clearly between military, social and economic re- 
construction for which a strong government was urgently 

^ On the period 1870-3, see J. P. T. Bury, Gambetta and the National 
Defence (1936), especially Chapters IV-VI, XV-XVI; F. H. Brabant: 
The Beginning of the Third Republic in France (1940); Robert Dreyfus: 
La Ripublique de M. Thiers (1930); A. Bertrand: Les Origines de la 
Troisikme Ripublique^ 1871-6 (1911); D. Halevy: La Fin des Notables 
(1930); Maurice Reclus: UAvhiement de la Troisiime Ripublique^ 1671-5 
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necessary, and political and constitutional reconstruction; and 
to postpone the second task believing that the process of accom- 
plishing the first would induce no bias for or against the exist- 
ing form of government, was itself an impossible bargain. That 
Thiers realized this is shown by his advice to the Republicans 
that they had a great vested interest in making his own regime 
a success.^ 

In the first place, greater definition was found necessary to 
enable the Government to carry on. At the end of August 1871, 
the so-called ‘Rivet Law’ was passed, conferring on Thiers the 
new title ‘President of the French Republic’, and defining both 
his powers and the method of exercising them. The long pre- 
amble suggests the qualms of conscience with which the Assem- 
bly assumed a more durable Republic, and it begins with 
assertion of ‘constituent power’ for the National Assembly. The 
step is presented as compatible with the ‘Bordeaux Pact’. ‘Con- 
sidering that a new title, a more precise appellation, without 
changing anything fundamental, may have the effect of mak- 
ing clearer the intention of the Assembly to continue frankly 
Vessai loyal begun at Bordeaux. . . .’ The second Article of the 
Rivet Law lays down that the President of the Republic shall 
promulgate laws as soon as they are passed on to him by the 
President of the Assembly; that he shall ensure and supervise 
their execution; that he shall stay near the Assembly and be 
heard by it whenever he wishes; that he appoints and dis- 
misses ministers. It also stipulates an arrangement which re- 
mained operative into the Third Republic — that both Council 

^ For Thiers’s attitude, see his Notes et Souvenirs ^ iSyo-^ 
pp. 1 31-410; and his letters, edited by G. Bouniols: Thiers au Pouvoir, 
iByj'3 (1921), especially pp. 62-86. On 16 May 1871 he writes: ‘Dans 
ma conviction, il n’y a de possible actuellement que la Republique. 
Hors de 1^ on aura une affreuse guerre civile.’ This seems to have 
been a constant factor in Thiers’s belief in the Republic — its capacity 
as a salve of social friction and a safeguard against social disorder: 
hence his ferocious attack on the Commune. For the Treaty of Frank- 
fort, see Sir A. Oakes and R. B. Mowat: The Great European Treaties of 
the Nineteenth Century (1918), pp. 274-88; and G. Hanotaux: Histoire de 
la France Contemporaine^ Vol. I, Chapter V. 
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of Ministers and ministers themselves should be responsible to 
•the Assembly, as was the President himself; and that every act 
of the President’s 'Should be counter-signed by a minister. The 
Rivet Law meant re-affirmation of the principles of parlia- 
mentary sovereignty and clarification of the shape of the 
executive organs of government, as well as consolidation of 
Republic rather than Monarchy or Empire. It could scarcely 
be, in substance, compatible with the Bordeaux Pact.^ 

In the second place, Thiers had to look increasingly to the 
parties of the Left for his support; and this, too, gave the 
regime a bias towards not only a Republic but a more Radical 
Republic. The Rivet Law had, paradoxically enough, been 
passed under pressure from Thiers’s own supporters, the Left- 
Centre, by the Monarchists. They hoped that by concentrating 
authority in the hands of the President and the Assembly in 
which they held a good majority, they would retain the power 
of replacing Thiers by a king in due course. It was opposed by 
Gambetta and the Republicans (which was one reason why the 
Monarchists supported it) on the groimds that it broke the 
Bordeaux Pact. The party reactions, as described by Thiers 
himself, were that ‘the Monarchists, furious at finding them- 
selves in a Republic, and the Republicans, fretful at its not be- 
ing Republican enough, are ready to fly at one another’s 
throats, and I am obliged to throw myself between them to 
prevent them restarting the civil war, perhaps splitting the 
Army and destroying our growing credit, and so depriving me 
of the means for freeing our national soil from the presence of 
the foreigner’.^ In the autumn of 1871, Gambetta launched a 
great campaign in the countryside for the dissolution of the 
National Assembly, and in the course of it made a series of 
speeches which became the basis of the new Republican creed. 
The campaign continued through 1872, and bore fruit in a 
long succession of Republican victories at by-elections, wherein 

^ For full text of the Rivet Law, see L. Duguit, H. Monnier and 
R. Bonnard: Les Constitutions et Principdes Lois Politiques de la France 
depuis iy8g (5th edn. 1932), pp. cxxi-cxxv and 315-16. Cf.: Notes et 
Souvenirs^ p. 422 and Brabant, op. cit., p. 492. 

2 Bouniols: op. cit., p. 98; and see ibid., pp. 107, 130. 
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27 Monarchist seats were lost to 23 Republicans and 4 Bona- 
partists.^ This pull towards the Left was offset by the various 
attempts at ‘fusion® between the rival Monarchist parties. 

The Monarchists® weakness was the split between Legitimists 
and OrleanistSj each with their own candidate for the throne. 
The Comte de Chambord was the grandson of Charles X and 
the Comte de Paris was the grandson of Louis Philippe. The 
chance of a Monarchist restoration depended primarily on a 
fusion between the ‘two branches of the lily®, and such fusion 
was by no means inconceivable. The Comte de Chambord had 
no heirsj and was fifty-one in 187I5 whereas the Comte de 
Paris was only thirty-three. The obvious tactic was agreement 
to get Chambord on the throne first, to be succeeded on his 
death by Paris. Despite repeated attempts of the more moder- 
ate Royalists to reach such an agreement during the years be- 
tween 1871 and 1875, fusion was never achieved. The reasons 
were pardy the memory^ on both sides, of the yeair 1 830, when 
Louis Philippe, entrusted with the baby Chambord by 
Charles X on his abdicadon, proceeded to make himself king; 
and partly the intransigence of Chambord himself. 

The prospects seemed good in June 1871, when the National 
Assembly abrogated the laws imposing exile on the Due 
d’Aumale and the Due de Joinville, uncles of the Comte de 
Paris: and a committee of twelve Monarchist deputies, six 
from each party, was set up to serve as the ‘Twelve Apostles® of 
Monarchist unity. ^ But each successive effort at fusion was 
frustrated by the stiff-necked Chambord, who insisted upon ill- 

^ On the propaganda campaign of Gambetta and the by-elec- 
tion, see H. Stannard: Gambetta, Chapters XIV-XV; Gambetta’s 
letters for these years, in Lettres de Gambetta, ed. Halevy et Pillias; C. 
de Freycinet: Souvenirs, i848-g3 (2 Vols. 1912-13). 

* For the Monarchists’ attempts at ‘fiiion’ see F. H. Brabant: 
op. cit., pp. 217-348; D. Hal6vy; La Fin des Notables (1930), Chapter 
VII; Comte de Falloux: Moires d^ttn Rqyaliste (1926), Vol. Ill, 
pp. 224-338; Vicomte de Meaux: Souvenirs Politiques, (1905), 

Chapters V-VII; C. Ghesnelong: La Campagne Monarchique d^Octobre, 
i8ys (1895); C. Lacombe: Journal Politique (2 Vols. 1907, edited by 
A. mot). 
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timed public pronouncements so uncompromising in tone as to 
amount to abdication. On 8 May 1871 he wrote to a Legiti- 
mist deputy a formal manifesto — the first of the series — w^hich 
ended with the declaration that ^in my hands, and in my hands 
alone, mercy is also justice. ... It is for France to speak and for 
God to act’. In July the long-proposed Visit’ of the Comte de 
Paris, aimed at reconciling the two rival claimants, was can- 
celled at the last moment by Chambord until he had ‘ex- 
plained his whole mind to France’. Four days later he issued 
his second manifesto addressed to ‘the people of France’, refus- 
ing to accept the tricolour flag instead of the white Bourbon 
flag, with the ominous if unhistorical vow that ‘Henry V can- 
not abandon the White Flag of Henry IV’. It threw all Royal- 
ists into despair. ‘Never’, wrote one, ‘have I seen such complete 
unanimity in despair.’ ‘It is no good hiding the fact’, wrote an- 
other, ‘that it is a farewell to France.’ ‘Henceforth’, chuckled 
Thiers, ‘people will denounce only one person as the founder 
of the Republic in France — M. le Comte de Chambord. Pos- 
terity will christen him the French Washington!’^ 

Yet a second movement for fusion took place between Janu- 
ary and May 1872: this time concentrated in the ranks of the 
parliamentary Monarchists themselves. In January appeared 
Chambord’s third manifesto, rejecting any idea of his ‘abdica- 
tion’, but also refusing ever to become ‘the legitimist king of the 
Revolution’. On 15 October the same year, he again forced an 
open breach with the Due d’Aumale, now leading the Orlean- 
ist party, and proclaimed his belief that the Republic would 
bring certain disaster to France. Fusion became not only 
practically impossible but obviously impossible: and the third 
attempt at fusion, in 1873, was doomed from the start. 

This third main attempt at fusion was led by the Catholic 
forces, instigated primarily by Dupanloup, Bishop of Orleans, 
and Pie, Bishop of Poitiers. In previous attempts the pretend- 
ers themselves and the parliamentary Monarchists had each 
failed in turn. Now the Church tried — ^with no more success. In 

^ For texts of Chambord’s first two manifestos see (a) Brabant; 
op. cit., pp. 317-20; {b) ibid., pp. 339-40 (French text in Falloxix: 
op. cit., Vol. Ill, pp. 235-8). 
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January Dupanloup wrote to Chambord and to the Pope, and 
tried to get the Pope to persuade Chambord that he could 
have an easy conscience about accepting the tricolour. Pie pro- 
posed a compromise, whereby Chambord might keep his 
white hag and France might also keep her tricolour: to which 
the retort of Chambord was, ‘I have neither sacrifice to make 
nor conditions to accept’. By the summer, the two former tasks 
of the Monarchist supporters still remained to be achieved: 
reconciliation between the two pretenders and between the two 
fiag-s. But now was added a third — the task w^hich all were to 
pursue even when the other aims had been abandoned. This 
was to secure constitutional arrangements which would make 
restoration acceptable to the Orleanists and the Centre, and yet 
would be Conservative enough to satisfy the Legitimists and 
the extreme Right. The ‘visit’ of the Comte de Paris at last 
took place in August, and brought a new gleam of hope. But 
Chambord’s famous Salzburg letter of October marked the 
breakdown of all hopes of reconciliation between the flags. Kis 
analysis of the problem of France was accurate enough: but 
now it could not be solved through a restored monarchy. As he 
truly declared: 

It is nothing less than a question of reconstructing a profoundly 
troubled societ>’ on its natural bases; of ensuring wdth energy the rule 
of law; of restoring prosperity at home and durable alliances abroad; 
and above all, of not hesitating to use force in the service of order and 
jxistice.^ 

The trouble was that this programme could no longer wait for 
the hesitations of the Royalists. 

Each of the years 1871, 1872, 1873 thus seen a fresh 
surge of Monarchist hopes, and a fresh disappointment and 

^ For the later manifestos of Chambord, see G. Hanotaux: 
op. cit., Vol. I, p. 392 f. and 489 and 538; for full text of the Salzburg 
Letter see Falloux: op, cit., Vol. Ill, pp. 324-7. The standard accoimt 
of the fusionist negotiations from an Orleanist standpoint is G. N. 
Desjoyeaux: La Fusion Monarchique 1848-y^. On all the events of these 
years see A. Daniel (really A. Lebon): U Annie Folitique [18^4-8 ^ — a 
sort of ‘Annual Register’ of which ten volumes appeared between 
these dates. 
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anti-climax. This progressive deterioration in Royalist pros- 
pects consistently strengthened the hands of the Republicans, 
and drove Thiers to rely more and more on the Left for his 
parliamentary support. Each manifesto of Chambord was 
accompanied by another set of by-elections which brought 
Republican gains. Yet each new attempt at fusion had .caused 
sufficient alarm on the Left and among the supporters of Thiers 
to rally their forces and strengthen their resolve. Each Monar- 
chist anti-climax left the Republic more inevitable than before. 
It also left Thiers more firnily committed to me Republique con- 
servairice. He used each crisis as an occasion to reaffirm his 
fidelity to the Bordeaux Pact, and his own faith in a provisional 
Republic as the bulwark of social order and peace. 

In 1871 he declared that ‘every day of calm is a good thing 
for the Republic, and every day of disturbance is a bad thing’. 
In 1 872, he opposed Republican celebrations of the anniver- 
sary of 4 September on grounds of France’s need for ‘calm and 
rest’ in order ‘to speed the liberation of her territory and to con- 
solidate the Conservative Republic’. He declared, in his presi- 
dential message to the Assembly in November 1872, that ‘The 
Republic exists — it is the legal government of the country. . . . 
The Republic will be Conservative or it will not exist at all’. In 
his last speech as President, on the day of his fall from power, 
24 May 1873, he at ^^st admitted, on the broad issue of Mon- 
archy versus Republic, that he had come down on the side of 
Republic, because ‘there is only one throne and three men 
can’t sit on it’.^ 

This parting shot indicates one further disturbing force in 
the political life of France during these formative years — the 
Bonapartists. Bonapartists had throughout played a part, in 
both parliament and the country, out of all proportion to their 

^ Gf. Bouniols: op. cit., pp. no, 207; Thiers: R'otes et Souvenirs, 
p. 348 ff. Charles Chesnelong, a coiffinned RoyaHst, regarded Thiers’s 
speech of November 1872 as a complete betrayal of the Bordeaux 
Pact, and a further desertion of Thiers to the Republican Left (cf. Le 
Gouvernement de M. Thiers (1932), p. 122 f.). Thiers’s speech of 24 May 
1873 is conveniently summarized in Hanotaxix, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 
604-10. 
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numbers. Napoleon III himself died only in January 1873, 
there were always from twenty-five to thirty avowed Bona- 
partists in the Bordeaux Assembly. This group was led by a 
former Prime Minister of the Second Empire, M. Rouher, who 
was like his great successor in opportunism, Laval, a lawyer 
from Auvergne. The group of V Appel au Peuple was powerful 
partly because of the survival of strong Napoleonic sentiments, 
traditions and even institutions — and partly too because of the 
divisions among the Monarchists. Through their paper I'Ordre, 
which they published in Paris, and their highly disciplined 
group in the Assembly, they strove to prevent the consolidation 
of more permanent institutions. They never failed to exploit 
the cleavage in the Monarchists, and as Republican gains at 
by-elections produced an even balance between Republicans 
and Monarchists inside the Assembly, the compact middle 
group of Bonapartists was able to control the balance of power 
between them. It played an important part in the fall both of 
Thiers in 1873 and of the Due de Broglie a year later. 

The year 18712 was the time of greatest alarm at the revival 
of Bonapartism. Bismarck used the threat of supporting 
Napoleon as a bargaining card with Thiers, and believed that 
‘the Bonapartist party is perhaps the party with which it would 
be most reasonable to hope for the establishment of a tolerable 
relationship between France and Germany’. In 1872 great 
plans were afoot for smuggling Napoleon III back into France 
and staging a restoration. A shadow-cabinet was already 
drawn up. In August, on the anniversary of Napoleon’s birth- 
day, there were shouts of Vive VEmpereur in the streets at Trou- 
ville where Thiers was staying, and rumours spread of a plot 
to kidnap Thiers. There were similar ‘August scares’ in 1873 
and 1874, when the Prince Imperial made speeches at Na- 
poleon’s tomb at Chislehurst, and Bonapartist candidates won 
by-elections. The drive towards affirming and consolidating 
the Republic cannot be fully appreciated unless this standing 
threat be kept in mind. Bonapartism remained an active 
political force until 1875: and found fresh opportunities for 
action later, during the Boulanger affair in 1887 and even in 
the Dreyfus affair. The Bonapartists must share, with Cham- 
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bordj part of the responsibility for the foundation of the Third 
Republic.^ 

This conflict of forces during the years 1871-3 left an import- 
ant legacy to the Third Republic. It determined the basic ques- 
tion of the form of regimej and decided for a Republic as 
against a Monarchy. It gave the executive arm of this regime 
definition — in the Rivet Law, in the arrogation of supervisory 
power by the Assembly, to which President and ministers alike 
were to be responsible, and finally in the law of March 1873, 
regulating the conditions of ministerial responsibility, some- 
times called the loi des Trente, This modified the Rivet Law by 
enforcing clearer separation between the President and the 
Assembly. It set the office of President on the course of becom- 
ing more and more of a figurehead, joined to the legislative 
body only through his ministers. In future the President could 
communicate with the Assembly either by messages w^hich 
would normally be read by a minister, or by special previous 
permission to appear in person and address the Assembly. 
Debate could no longer take place in his presence, nor could he 
freely participate. Interpellation could be addressed only to 
ministers and not to the President. The Assembly undertook 
not to dissolve until it had decided the organization of legisla- 
tive and executive powers, the structure and powers of a 
second chamber, and the electoral laws. Passed primarily to gag 
Thiers, the law in effect separated the two offices of President 
of the Republic and Chief of the Executive Power which 
Thiers had hitherto combined. 

But though it separated the two offices it did not separate 

^ On Bonapartism in this period see Maurice Richard: Le 
Bonapartisme sous la BJpublique (1883); Robert Dreyfus: La Ripublique 
de M, Thiers, pp. 182 f. and 234 f.; Hanotaux, op. cit., Vol. Ill, 
Chapter I. Rouher was elected deputy for Corsica in February 1872. 
On the Bonapartist scares of 1872 and 1873, see Bouniols, op. cit., 
p. 205; Gambetta: Lettres, Nos. 174, 193, 200, 203 ff. Gambetta 
always \ised the threat of Bonapartism as an additional reason for 
intensifying Republican propaganda, just as Thiers used it as further 
proof of the need to maintain social order and achieve greater defini- 
tion of the Republic. 
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executive and legislative powers. It had the opposite effect, for 
it squeezed the President out of the Assembly, but ensured that 
he should leave the bulk of his executive powers behind him, to 
be wielded by his chief minister in the Assembly. It meant a 
reversal of the traditional doctrine of the 'separation of powers’, 
and was a step towards the English system of concentration of 
responsibility. It was a specialization of functions, and the 
‘Vice-President of the Council of Ministers’ would henceforth 
be the operative head of the government, nominally acting in 
the Assembly on behalf of the President, but inevitably holding 
the real power of decision and leadership in the same way as 
the British Prime Minister. The office of ‘Vice-President of the 
Council of Ministers’ had been created in September 1871 as 
simple deputy for the President. It was now an office of key 
importance.^ 

The constitutional importance of the fall of Thiers, when he 
was out-voted in May 1873, hinged upon this law. The political 
change fulfilled and confirmed the intentions of the law. Mar- 
shal Macmahon was elected to succeed Thiers by 39 1 votes out 
of 392, because the Left abstained from voting. With the trans- 
fer of the Presidency from the veteran civilian politician to the 
veteran professional soldier it inevitably became more of a 
purely dignified and less effective office. Because Macmahon 
remained President for the next six years — throughout the 
whole formative phase of the Republic— this change became 
permanent. He did not feel that politics were his business: and 
his few intrusions into politics were so unhappy that no suc- 
cessor dared to repeat them,^ 

Personality mattered, too, in that the Due de Broglie be- 
came Vice-President of the Council, and so inherited the 

^ For the text of the law of 13 March 1873, see Duguit, Monnier 
and Bonnard: op.^cit., pp. cxxvi-cxxx, and 317-18, and Appendix I 
of this book. 

^ For the text of the nomination of Macmahon as President see 
Duguit, Monnier and Bonnard: op. cit., p. 318, and on Macmahon 
see G. Hanotaux: op. cit., Vol. II, passim^ D. Hal6vy: La Ripublique 
des Dves (1937), passim. The election of Carnot as President in 1889 
clinched the inefficacy of the President in the constitution. 
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special position implied in the law of March. The ascendancy 
of this astute Conservative politician, who had been largely 
responsible for engineering the fall of Thiers, marks the main 
transition from the first to the second of the formative phases of 
the Republic. Substantially accepting a Monarchist restora- 
tion as out of the question, but resolved to make the Republic 
a bulwark of Conservatism in an even stricter sense than Thiers, 
he wove his schemes with subtlety and skill, in or out of office, 
during the next few years. With a cabinet which Edmund 
Burke would have called ‘curiously inlaid’, a medley of 
Legitimists, Catholics and Right-Centre politicians, Broglie 
had to cope with the last and most desperate attempt at Mon- 
archist ‘fiision’, already described. In every way the first 
ministry of Broglie (May-November 1873) saw the confirma- 
tion of all the political and constitutional tendencies indicated 
above. Only in his second ministry (Noveinber 1 873-May 1 874) 
did the new and significant stage in the evolution of the 
Republic begin. 

On the day after Chambord’s Salzburg letter appeared, 
Broglie, according to the Vicomte de Meaux, expounded his 
plan to a few close friends. It was to keep Marshal Macmahon 
in power as ‘the clay rampart’ of the Monarchist majority in 
the Assembly, and ‘to constitute authority by personif^ng it in 
a man in default of a dynasty’. Basing his power on the Right 
and Right-Centre, in contrast to Thiers’s basis on the Left and 
Left-Centre, Broglie planned to shift the emphasis and put 
Conservatism first and Monarchy second in priority of pur- 
pose.^ 

The Broglie brand of Conservatism relied ultimately on gain- 
ing control of the cadres of administration and the fonction^ 
naires. A score of Republican Prefects were dismissed almost at 
once, and replaced by Monarchists or Bonapartists. The Press 
was controlled and Republican papers hampered. A law giv- 
ing the Government power to nominate the mayor in each 

^ Gf. de Meaux: Souvenirs Foliliques (1905), p. 184 f. ; Mimoires 
du Due de Broglie in Revue des Deux Monies, second and third series, 
published during 1929. The story is well told in D. Hal6vy: La Ri- 
publique des Dues, 
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Commune was eventually forced through in the face of great 
opposition: and many of the new mayors were old Bonapartist 
officials with administrative experience. The police was re- 
organized and placed under the mayors. The new police- 
State was rapidly taking shape by the spring of 1874. 

But it aroused violent opposition locally, and in April Gam- 
betta could write to his friend, Ranc, that he had ‘not known 
any moment since 2 July 1871 more favourable to Republican 
interests. . . . The Law of the Mayors has put the seal on the 
popularity of the men and ideas of our party’. In other more 
formal ways too the Republic had been made more perma- 
nent. By the so-called ‘Law of the Septennate’, of November 
1873, the Presidency of Macmahon had been assured for seven 
years, with the old title ‘President of the Republic’, and a com- 
mission of thirty had been set up to prepare the Constitutional 
Laws. Everything proceeded on the assumption that the Re- 
public had come to stay, but that its institutions could be so 
moulded as to blunt the edge of the revolutionary tradition.^ 

It is significant that Broglie fell from power, like Thiers, 
when he was on the point of introducing an important new 
constitutional measure. Each was overthrown by the Assembly 
as soon as he was about to take a decisive step away from the 
purely provisional. Significantly, too, his successor was a sol- 
dier — General Gissey. Government was falling into the hands 
of the service-chiefs and the fonctionnaires, with a Marshal as 
President, a General as Premier, and Bonapartists like Magne 
and Fourtou in the key ministries of Finance and the Interior. 
This position lasted, with some reshuffle, until, the end of 
February 1875, by which time the main Constitutional Laws 
had been passed. The Third Republican Constitution was 
bom, as it died, in the hands of an authoritarian government 
of service-chiefs and fonctionnaires. History was to repeat itself 
oddly in 1940 with Marshal Petain as President, General 

^ On this period, May 1873-May 1874, see G. Hanotaux: op. cit., 
Vol. II, Chapters VI-VII and X; Gambetta: Lettres, Nos. 159- 193; 
C. Chesnclong; VAvenement de la Ripttblique (1934), Chapter L Text of 
the Law of the Septennate in Duguit, Monnier and Bonnard: op. cit., 
P- 319* 
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Weygand and Admiral Darlan as his lieutenants, and a politi- 
cian like Laval as its operational leader. 

The prelude to the first of the Constitutional Laws was the 
defeat of the Cissey cabinet in January 1875, and its enforced 
carrying on because the President could find no alternative 
government. The Republic of the Dukes put through the 
Third Republic in its own death-throes, and the only real 
sense of urgency came from fear of deadlock and dissolution. 
In July 1 874 the principle of male suffrage for all at tw^enty-one 
rather than twenty-five in municipal elections had been recog- 
nized, so that central government, too, had now logically to 
be based on the same electorate. This preliminary triumph was 
largely due to the parliamentary skill of Gambetta.^ In Janu- 
ary the Assembly began to debate the first two bills proposed 
by its commission — the Bills regulating the public powers and 
the second chamber. The first definitive resolution came at the 
end of the month in the form of the famous Wallon Amend- 
ment, resolving that The President of the Republic is elected 
by absolute majority vote of the Senate and the Chamber of 
Deputies, meeting as the National Assembly. He is appointed 
for seven years and is re-eligible’. It was passed by a majority 
of one vote. But it contained in germ the whole later frame- 
work: the reaffirmed Republic, the division into two chambers, 
and the definition of the Presidency. As in its earlier stages, the 
Third Republic was growing like a stalactite, from the top 
downwards.^ 

^ Cf. D. Halevy: op. cit., p. 149 ff.; G. Hanotaux: op. cit., 
Vol. Ill, pp. 19-522; H. Stannard: Gamhetta, p. 159. 

® There had already, before 1875, heen diverse draft proposals: 
e.g. Thierses proposal of May 1873, printed in Annexe 26 of his Notes 
et Souvenirs; Broglie’s proposal for a ‘Grand Council’ of May 1874, 
which was much more elaborately Conservative than the scheme of 
Thiers — given in full in A. Daniel: L* Annie Politique (1874), p. 165 f., 
and summarized in Duguit, Monnier and Bonnard: op, cit., p. cxxxvi, 
or D. Halevy: op. cit., p. 133 f. 

On the Wallon amendment see G. Hanotaux: op. cit., Vol. Ill, 
p. 166 ff.; G. Chesnelong: op. cit., Chapter III; A. Bertrand: Les 
Origines de la Troisierm Ripublique^ Chapter VIII, who calls it ‘la 
consecration Idgale et definitive de la Republique’. 



90 DEMOCRACY IN FRANCE 

If the Wallon amendment be regarded, as it unanimously 
has been regarded, as the real basis of the Third Republic, then 
the paradox of its foundation is complete. The Republic was 
founded by a Monarchist assembly with a Right-wing Presi- 
dent and Government in power, on the motion of a Catholic 
la\^^er who insisted that he was not asking for the Republic — 
and it was passed by a majority of one vote, a deadlock being 
avoided only by the late arrival of one deputy who would have 
voted against the amendment.^ Yet these remarkable circum- 
stances do less than justice to the popular acceptance of the 
Republic in 1875. Between February 1871 and September 1874 
126 of the 158 contested by-elections had been won by Re- 
publican-candidates: the Monarchist forces had been frustrated 
in aU their manoeuvres: and the Conservative Government was 
in power only on sufferance and faute de mieux. The circum- 
stances, and the background described above, are important 
only because they reveal how it came to be the Conservative 
forces which moulded the new institutions — not, indeed, with- 
out having to make some compromises with the Left, but yet 
with sufficient freedom of action to leave their permanent 
impression on the whole democratic instrument of modern 
France. 

The constitutional laws determining the Organization of the 
Public Powers and the composition of the Senate were passed 
in February. The laws determining the relationship between 
the Public Powers and the methods of electing Senators fol- 
lowed in July and August. The law governing the election of 
Deputies was passed at the end of November. The ministry of 
M. Buffet, a Right-Centre man, had replaced General Cissey’s 
‘cabinet of caretakers’ in March, so the last three laws were 
passed under his government. It was merely a reshuffled coali- 
tion of the Centre parties, and in administrative policy it was 
every bit as Conservative as Broglie’s or Cissey’s. But dissolu- 
tion was now in the air. It haunted the final labours of the Na- 

^ Cf. A, Zeva^: Histoire de la Troisikme Ripublique (1938), 
p. 81 f.; D Halevy: op. cit., p. 158 ff. M. Senart was the late amval 
concerned. 
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tional Assembly. The spur to action cane from anxiety to com- 
plete its labours before it broke up.^ 

The framework of government thus curiously created will 
next be described. But not least of the legacies of the Bordeaux 
Assembly to modern France was the experience of five years of 
real parliamentary government. One sovereign Assembly of 
elected representatives of the nation had ruled the country and 
had achieved the tasks it was set up to achieve. It had been a 
truly national body in the sense that noble and commoner, 
‘notable’ and Radical, had met and debated it in, and had 
thrashed out in debate usually hectic and often brilliant, the 
most fundamental problems of modern France. Princes, Dukes 
and provincial bourgeoisie had played their part. In spite of its 
constant party feuds it had — almost without knowing it — done 
a great work of reconciliation, both social and political. The 
Royalist, Chesnelong, pays tribute to the many deputies whose 
names do not figure large in histories of the Assembly, yet who 
worked modestly and solidly behind the scenes, on committees 
and bureaux. The Republican Freycinet points out that the 
Assembly achieved precisely the opposite of what it had 
dreamed, and that had the Third Republic been born in a 
Republican Assembly it would doubtless have been more 
elaborate, with declarations of general principle and arrange- 
ments so absolute that they would have needed revision in a 
few years. The Republic was destined by conditions to 
sobriety and moderation, in its machinery and institutions. Yet 
like all compromises it satisfied few of its creators. It remained 
for many years longer a modus vivendi, a stop-gap accepted be- 
cause of necessity. There was for a whole generation every in- 
tention of revising it soon.^ 

The Principles and Institutions 

The collective form which emerged from the fierce interplay 
of sectional interests and opinions during 1875 may be briefly 
^ For the texts of all five Laws, see Duguit, Monnier and Bon- 
nard: op. cit., pp. cxliii- clx, 319-35 and Appendix I of this book. The 
Assembly finally dissolved at the end of December. 

* Cf. C. Chesnelong: op. cit., p. 210 f., and C. de Freycinet: 
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described as a system of parliamentary sovereignty checked by 
popular election. The Chamber of Deputies was from the first 
destined to be only the popular branch of Parliament, checked 
and counter-balanced by the two Conservative institutions of 
the Presidency and the Senate. That it should become the 
centre of gravity of political power, as it became after 1877, was 
neither the intention nor the arrangement of its creators. The 
basic principle on which all parties were ready to agree was 
that there should be a strong executive power. Monarchists and 
Bonapartists and even Conservative Republicans all alike 
wanted a powerful Presidency for their diverse designs. Re- 
publicans of the Left were willing to accept a strong executive, 
in the hope of one day capturing it and using it to hold their 
rivals at bay. None intended that either Presidency or cabinet 
should become as ineffective as they later became. 

The powers of the President, laid down in 1875, were .that he 
should have charge of the armed forces, make all civil and 
military appointments, receive foreign envoys and ambassadors, 
negotiate and ratify most treaties, and preside over all national 
solemnities. He was given power to adjourn and even to dis- 
solve the Chamber of Deputies, in agreement with the Senate, 
and was responsible before the Chambers only in cases of high 
treason. He could initiate laws, and had to supervise the execu- 
tion of all legislation. 

But every one of his acts had to be counter-signed by a 
minister, and ministers were ‘collectively responsible to the 
Chambers for the general policy of the Government, and indi- 
vidually responsible for their personal actions’. The existing 
arrangements for a council of ministers with an active presi- 
dent of its own were reaffirmed and carried forward into the 
new regime. The President, himself chosen by a simple major- 
ity of both Chambers sitting together as ‘the National Assem- 

Soudenirs^ P- 319* Gambetta’s view (Letter 261) 'was ‘All goes well. The 
Republic is founded. It remains to make it great and strong, and lead 
it on to its “natural frontiers”.’ The plaintive summary of a Monar- 
chist (de Meaux: Souvenirs Poliiiques, p. 279 ff.) was ‘Under a Monar- 
chist assembly which the King deserted, France recovered and the 
Republic was set up’. 
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bly’j and holding office for seven years, was meant to represent 
continuity and stability of the executive power as compared 
with the four-year tenure of the Chamber which was liable to 
be broken by dissolution. Thiers had warned the Centre par- 
ties that if they would not cross the Channel with him, they 
would have to cross the Atlantic: and the Presidency was 
meant to be more akin to the American model than to the 
British monarchy of Queen Victoria. 

So, too, the Senate was intended to represent both continuity 
of tenure and constitutional security for the Conservative 
forces. It was to represent the ‘notables’ of the provinces at 
least as much as had the Bordeaux Assembly, and therefore not 
only were 75 of its 300 members to be in the first instance nomi- 
nated by the old National Assembly, but the rest were to be 
elected indirectly, through electoral colleges, on which each 
Commune was equally represented regardless of its popula- 
tion. This device placed, as it was meant to place, preponderant 
power in the hands of the small villages, and over-represented 
rural France as against the big towns. The countryside, it was 
hoped, would prove — as in 1871 — Monarchist or at least 
socially Conservative. Each Senator was to sit for nine years, 
and only one third of the Senate was to be renewed every three 
years. All Senators had to be at least forty years old, to mobilize 
the alleged Conservatism of middle-age. Besides sharing full 
legislative power with the Chamber, the Senate could act as a 
court of law forjudging the President or ministers, if they were 
charged with misdemeanours by the Chamber. So constituted, 
and having a virtual veto on all legislation, it was meant to 
be the bulwark of social order against over-enthusiastic Re- 
publicans, Radicals or Socialists. 

The Chamber alone represented direct male suffrage, for it 
was to be elected every four years by secret vote in each 
arrondissement. Two special electoral arrangements require 
mention: the method of second ballot (or deuxilme tour) because 
it lasted throughout the Republic, and the method of single- 
member constituencies [scrutin uninominal) because it had been 
before 18755 3,nd was to remain afterwards, a contentious issue. 
By the system of second ballot (laid down in Article 18 of the 
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Law of 30 November 1875), no Deputy could be elected on the 
first ballot unless he had gained a clear majority of the votes 
registered, and also at least one quarter of the voters registered. 
If the candidate at the head of the poll failed to qualify on 
either of these grounds, a second ballot was held over a week 
later, when a simple majority sufficed. This device made poss- 
ible in the interval a process of compromise and party bargain- 
ing, which in England normally precedes the poll. But it 
opened the door to considerable possibilities of bribery. 

The issue of scrutin uninominal versus scrutin de lisle, so much 
debated during the formulation of the Constitution, was in 
1875 decided in favour of the former. But the Liberal Republi- 
cans, the Bonapartists and some Radicals argued for the alter- 
native arrangement of making the departement the unit of voting 
rather than the single-member constituency, on the grounds 
that scrutin de liste — collective voting of all arrondissements in one 
departement for a party-list of candidates — ^would give the 
Deputy greater independence, and help to eliminate the 
pressure of the sous-prifet in the small unit of the arrondissement. 
Opinions were very divided on the issue, because the lessons 
which could be drawn from previous experience were con- 
flicting, and the balance of considerations of expediency was 
subtle. The method Q^ scrutin de liste was tried between 1885 and 
1889, and again between 1919 and 1927: no clearer decision 
was reached even after both experiments. It freed the Deputy 
fi'om constituency control but put him more at the mercy of 
the party organization which drew up the list: and the risks of 
administrative pressure on elections diminished anyhow, for 
different reasons. 

Apart from these minor adjustments in details, the whole 
working of this democratic machinery was radically changed 
by the course of events. President, Senate and Chamber evolved 
differently from the intentions of the men of 1875. In 1877 
President Macmahon used his constitutional power to dissolve 
the Chamber, and went to the country using every sort of in- 
fluence and pressure to produce a congenial Conservative 
majority in the Chamber. The elections produced a large Re- 
publican and Radical majority, and dramatic demonstration 
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of the kind of deadlock to which the Laws of 1875 could easily 
lead. A President Conservative in bias, with a firm sense of the 
‘balance of the Constitution’ and of his own national responsi- 
bility, found that he could not pursue a policy which was un- 
acceptable to the country and the majority of the Chamber. 
He was faced with either governmental deadlock or personal 
resignation. After some experience of the former, in 1879 he 
chose the latter. Never again did a President venture to use his 
power of dissolution: and the Chamber secured, contrary to the 
law, a guaranteed tenure of four years without general elec- 
tions.^ 

In 1884, under the ministry of the Republican, Jules Ferry, 
the electoral basis of the Senate was overhauled. The balance 
between rural and urban power was changed by giving the 
larger Communes much greater weight in the electoral colleges 
than the small Communes. Representation was graded accord- 
ing to the size of the municipal council, which itself was deter- 
mined by size of population. At the same time, the system 
of a quarter of the Senate being self-perpetuating was abol- 
ished. Thus its Conservative character was modified, and it was 
made more democratic and more broadly representative. But 
the countryside still held a preponderance, through the system 
of indirect election, and the Senate remained an obstacle to 
many measures passed by the more radical Chamber. Exten- 
sion of the vote to women suffered such obstruction quite 
regularly. Remaining of equal legislative capacity to the 
Chamber, the Senate was always a more important body than 

1 On the system of second ballot, and the experiments with 
single-member and multi-member constituencies see G. Hanotaux: 
op. cit., Vol. Ill, pp. 433-49; A, fismein: J&Urmnts de Droit Constitutiormel 
Frangais et Compare (2 Vols. 1928), Vol. II, Chapter V; Joseph Barthe- 
lemy: Le Gouvemement de la France (last edition 1939)5 Chapters III and 
IV. There is an excellent short account of the whole working Con- 
stitution of the Third Republic by L. Trotabas: Constitution et Gou- 
vernement de la France (second edition, 1933). 

On the important events of 1877 concerning Macmahon— known 
as the crisis of Seize Mai, see especially D. Hal6vy: La Ripublique des 
Dues, Chapter VII. 
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the British House of Lords, and more akin to the Senate of the 
United States.^ 

The Chamber of Deputies, though unchanged in structural 
basis, underwent a two-fold change. With the decline in im- 
portance of the President, the executive power concentrated 
completely in the hands of the cabinet, under the President du 
Cabinet, which in turn depended for its existence and survival 
entirely on the support of a majority of the Chamber. Secondly, 
with the crystallizing of party groups, in great multiplicity, 
every cabinet had to be a coalition of several such groups to get 
its majority support. Great power therefore fell into the hands 
of the centre groups, virtually indispensable to all ministries, 
and the marginal groups, whose adherence or desertion made 
and unmade governments. The Chamber became the great 
arena wherein the groups shuffled, bargained and manoeuvred : 
and the lobbies of the Chamber became the Bourse of politics. 
The whole centre of gravity of power shifted downwards, until 
the fate of French governments depended normally on the 
result of manipulations in the Chamber and its lobbies, and 
only in an ultimate way, at four-yearly intervals, on the ex- 
pression of public opinion given in general elections. Govern- 
ments became unstable and short-lived, being at the mercy of 
group bargains. Groups in the Chamber became semi-detached 
from the group-formations which appealed to the voters during 
elections. And the Chamber as a body of some 6i8 men of 
diverse calibre and outlook became, in effect, the real govern- 
ment of France, The Bordeaux National Assembly, one single 
body, gave birth, in the end, to an offspring remarkably like 
itself. 

^ For the texts of the laws revising the Senate, see Duguit, 
Monnier and Bonnard: op. cit., pp. 338-42. The obstructiveness of 
the Senate is discussed in W. L. Middleton: The French Political System 
(1932) — an excellent analysis in English of the French Republic: see 
especially Chapter VIII. 

In the department Seine-et-Oise in 1938 the rural population, 
about two-sevenths of the whole, had the same number of repre- 
sentatives as the urban population, which was five-sevenths of the 
whole, in the electoral colleges which appointed Senators. Cf. D. M. 
Pickles: The French Political Scene (1938), p. 41 f. 
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The structure of local governmentj as defined in the Due de 
Broglie’s ‘Law of the Mayors’ of 1874, remained in force for 
only nine years. The mayors of the chief towus were appointed 
directly by the Government: the mayors of the smaller Com- 
munes by the prefect. After 1883, all mayors except the Mayor 
of Paris were to be chosen by the municipal council, which was 
itself already elective. A law of 1884 regulated elections to 
municipal councils on a very wide male franchise. The demo- 
cratic nature of communal elections assumed new importance 
now that the Commune was the real basis of the Senate: and 
here, too, something was done to democratize the Senate, as 
well as to decentralize the highly integrated Napoleonic 
machinery of administration. Through his control of municipal 
police, as well as of the manifold activities of local government 
in social and economic life, the French mayor became the 
imique figure of active local democracy, symbol of the intense - 
parochial and provincial life of France.^ 

But other units of local administration were less democratic 
and more authoritarian. The departements remained under the 
government of the Prefect, an agent and official of the central 
government: under him, the Sous-Prefet administered the 
arrondissements on the same terms of centralization. Each unit 
had its elected council — the conseil-general in the departement and 
the corresponding but much less important conseil d^arrondisse^ 
inent. In August 1871 the Monarchist majority had met with 
bitter opposition from Thiers, over a measure which was in- 
tended to weaken the power of the central government and the 
prefects in local affairs. It was proposed by the Committee of 
Decentralization to set up an elective Departmental Gom- 

^ On Broglie’s Law of the Mayors see G. Hanotaux: op. cit., 
Vol. II, p. 437 f. The centralizing tendency of this law of 1874 was in 
complete contradiction to the law of April 1871 which Broglie him- 
self had sponsored, and which gave municipal councils power to 
elect their own mayors in all communes with less than 20,000 in- 
habitants. Only the bitter opposition of Thiers had then kept for the 
central government the right to appoint the mayors of the larger 
communes, cf. Brabant: op. cit,, p. 462. For the text of the law of 
1884 see Duguit, Monnier and Bonnard, op. cit., p. 337. 
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mission drawn from each General Council, to supervise the 
carrying out of the Council’s decisions by the prefect. The 
General Council consisted of one delegate from each canton — 
an artificial unit of purely administrative convenience between 
the Commune and the arrondissement — and men of local prestige 
and importance were normally returned. Its functions were- — 
and substantially remained — advisory. The scheme of 1871 
would have erected the small inner body, of four to six men, as 
a standing executive arm of the General Council, forcing the 
prefect to observe local wishes. But here the discipline and 
central loyalties of the prefect proved too strong to allow effec- 
tive decentralization of authority: and in the departements there 
remained much more local administration than local self- 
government, The Loi Treveneuc of February 1872 conferred 
great executive authority on the General Councils in an emer- 
gency: but the law was not evoked until General Giraud’s 
memorandum of April 1943, and was later dropped by the 
French Committee of National Liberation in Algiers, and the 
Provisional Government of General de Gaulle in Paris. It thus 
remained also a dead letter. Although the office of sous-prefet at 
the head of each arrondissement became often superfluous, and 
M. Poincaire in 1926 eliminated 106 such offices, the unit re- 
mained important for administrative, judicial and electoral 
purposes. Its Council played little active part in local govern- 
ment. The key offices in local government and administration 
remained the prefect and the mayor, the one representing the 
centripetal, integrating forces of French democracy, the other 
the centrifugal, local forces. In this working balance and com- 
promise, the conflicts of principle of the eighteen-seventies 
found remarkably permanent solution^ 

The judicial system was taken over even more intact and un- 

^ On the drive for decentralization in 1871, see Brabant: op. cit., 
pp. 463-4 and Appendix, p. 515 ff. where the statements of Thiers 
before the Committee of Decentralization are reported; and D. 
Halevy: La Fin des Notables , p. 49 ff. For the Loi Treveneuc see 
Duguit, Monnier and Bonnard: op. cit., p. 316. 

On the units of local administration, see J. Barthelemy: op, cit, 
Chapter IX; W. Anderson (ed.): Local Government in Europe (1939). 
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mentioned by the makers of the Third Republic. The only part 
of it specifically changed by the constitutional laws was the 
Conseil d'£tat. Article 4 of the law concerning the organization 
of the Public Powers (25 February 1875) down that as 
vacancies arose in future, the President of the Republic shoiild 
nominate, in the Council of Ministers, councillors of State en 
service ordinaire^ who would be revocable only by decree of the 
Council of Ministers. It also provided that those appointed 
by the law of May 1872 could be dismissed in the same way: 
but after the dissolution of the National Assembly, revocation 
could take place only by a resolution of the Senate. The expla- 
nation of this isolated attention to the very key-stone of the 
administrative hierarchy of institutions is that from September 
1870 until June 1872 the Conseil d'Etat had been abolished. 
When Thiers asked for its reinstatement in 1872 the Assembly 
kept for itself nomination of councillors en service ordinaire — that 
is, to the purely judicial as distinct from the administrative 
personnel of the Council. Its administrative experts {en service 
extraordinaire) were anyhow appointed by the Government,, 
usually from the ranks of prefects and higher civil servants. The 
Law of 1875 not only reaffirmed the existence of the Conseil 
d^Etat^ but gave its members considerable security of tenure 
immediately, and even greater safeguards of independence in 
the future. The actual method of recruitment developed was a 
combination of very stiff competitive concours, followed by 
rigorous internal selection for promotion: and from the ranks of 
the MaUres des requites so sifted, two-thirds of the vacant coun- 
cillorships had to be filled. With this degree of independence 
and security of tenure, the Council acquired great professional 
pride and integrity, as well as dignity and prestige. Far from 
being an agency through which the Sta'te could act as judge 
in its own cause, the Council became the defender of individual 
rights, liberty and property against the administration.^ 

^ There has been a controversy between French historians over the 
reasons for Article 4: cf. D. Halevy: La Ripubliqm des Ducs^ p. 176 
ff., and note on Robert Dreyfus’s theory, p. 181. Cf. above. Chapter 
II, p. 59 f., and on the Conseil dEtat see fismein: EUments de Droit 
Constitutionnel, Vol. II, Chapter 3; and L. Trotabas: op. cit., p. 83 ff. 
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This spirit at the top governed the behaviour of all subordi- 
nate administrative courts — especially the conseils de prefecture 
de departement, which after the administrative overhaul of 1 926 
gave place to the conseils de prefecture inter dip artementaux. They 
were further reformed in 1934. These tribunals dealt with dis- 
putes in public works, local elections, and practically all dis- 
putes in which local authorities w^ere involved. Here, and in the 
Conseil d'£tat to which appeals could go, lay the real machinery 
for harmonizing the autonomy allowed to Communes. All 
judges and magistrates were appointed nominally by the Presi- 
dent of the Republic — actually by the Minister of Justice — and 
once appointed they had security of tenure.^ 

The general theories and principles underlying these con- 
stitutional arrangements are conspicuous by their absence. By 
nature and origin pragmatic, and confessedly a synthesis of con- 
flicting party demands like the English settlement of 1688, the 
Third Republic was not built on finely drawn theories or 
absolute and consistent principles. This has not prevented 
jurists like Trotabas and enthusiastic Republicans like Gabriel 
Hanotaux from abstracting certain principles from the arrange- 
ments after the event. But their value and aptness are question- 
able. Universal suffrage — ^which Hanotaux thought funda- 
mental? But no women had the vote. Sovereignty of the 
people? But the people had only the right to be represented in 
the Chamber and less directly in the Senate, which together 

The Minister of Justice was himself, though a political appointment 
like the English Lord Chancellor, President of the Conseil d^^tat and 
also of the Tribunal des conjiits which determined whether or not a 
dispute falls within civil or administrative jurisdiction. 

^ Cf. L. Trotabas: op. cit., pp. 78-91. Trotabas draws a parallel 
(p* 73) between the pattern of central and the pattern of local govern- 
ment. There is an executive power representing centralization, a 
deliberative power representing the idea of decentralization, and a 
consxiltative or juridical power, which ‘controls’ or checks. This 
‘regime-type’ can be seen in the President and Council of Ministers — 
the Chamber and Senate — and the Conseil d^J^tat nationally: in the 
Prefect, Conseil giniral and Conseil de prifectwre locally. But at the really 
local level the parallel does not hold, and ‘c’est le Conseil d’fitat . . . 
qui est le conseil et le controleur de toutes les communes de France’, 
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wielded complete legislative sovereignty and even appointed 
the President. Ratification and revision of the laws were not 
entrusted to the people, but were reserved for the chambers 
themselves: there was no system of plebiscite, referendum or 
popular initiative. The separation of powers? But the Senate 
had judicial powers, executive power lay theoretically with the 
President who was elected by the National Assembly, and in 
practice with the Council of Ministers w^ho belonged to the 
Assen\bly and were controlled by the Chamber and Senate sit- 
ting separately. The Conseil d'£tat, under the presidency of a 
party man such as the Minister of Jusdce, formed a close link 
between judiciary and administration.^ The only general 
principles on which the Constitution worked derive less from 
the constitutional laws than from the conventions and practical 
devices adopted to make it work. 

It has been shown how a balanced constitution, with ele- 
ments of democracy, oligarchy and even monarchy inherent in 
its structure, came to be set up in particular historical circum- 
stances. How this system worked to produce a regime of parlia- 
mentary sovereignty must next be examined. 


How the Constitution Worked 

If the Royalist forces were fi-ustrated by 1873, Con- 

servative forces triumphed constitutionally in 1875, the Re- 
publican and Radical forces won a political and parliamentary 
triumph in 1877 and again in 1879. In 1877, the Republican 
parties, with the backing of Republican opinion in the general 
elections, robbed President Macmahon of his power to estab- 
lish a Conservative regime with strong, authoritarian executive 
power. Two years later, when Macmahon recognized defeat by 
resignation, he was replaced by the Republican, Jules Grevy. 
At the same time, with the Republican leader, Gambetta, as 
President of the Chamber and a Republican party majority 

^ Cf. G. Hanotaiax: op. cit., Vol. Ill, Chapter V, for a full-dress 
analysis of the ‘theory of the Constitution*. Also L. Trotabas: op. cit, 
Chapter I, for a much more discriminating analysis of its principles. 
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in both Senate and Chamber, the 'Republic of the Republi- 
cans’ really began* These events shaped the whole future work- 
ing of the Constitution.^ 

The first result was to give France a period of almost un- 
broken Radical government for ten years, before the next 
serious threat to the Constitution arose in the form of Boulang- 
ism. Grevy himself* re-elected in 1885, remained President 
throughout this period. Both Senate and Chamber kept Re- 
publican party majorities, and although the ministries changed 
rapidly, refiecting the growing disunity in the ranks of that 
part\’, none attempted to challenge, perv^ert or overthrow the 
existing Constitution. These ten years consolidated the Third 
Republic. They also, unhappily, confirmed the failure of 
France to produce either strong political party-formations or 
stable ministries. 

Before examining the reasons and consequences of these facts, 
it is well to summarize the social significance of the triumph of 
the Republicans after 1877. Alexandre Zevaes has put it thus: 

As the conservative M. Jacques Piou observ^es, Ts it not a struggle 
between the old governing classes and the new social stata? The Due 
de Broglie led one, Gambetta headed the other.’ . . . Each of the 
different political formations corresponds to a particular stratum 
either of the governing and possessing class, or of the middle and 
working classes: the Legitimists representing more particularly the 
big landowners, the Orleanists the wealthy industrial, financial and 
business bourgeoisie bom and grown since 1830, and the Bonapartists 
a small section of the bourgeoisie trusting to the \irtues of the sword 
and also that crowd of adventurers who seek in a new ‘December the 
Second’ the chance and possibility of firesh spoils. To these three 
forms of political and economic reaction are opposed the naiddle and 
lower boiurgeoisie, who vmderstand that they have become, and tend 

^ On the events of 1879 ^^d their permanent importance see 
E. Lavisse: Histoire de^ France Contemporaine (1921), VoL VIII (by 
Charles Seignobos), Chapter III; Alexandre Zevate: Histoire de la 
Troisieme Ripvhlique (1938), pp. 105-44. There are valuable accounts 
of the Third Republic, its origins and working in R. W. Hale: Demo-- 
erotic France (1941); W. Sharpi The Government of the French Republic 
(1938); K. Munro: France Yesterday and Toddy (1945). 
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to become more and more, the solid core of modem society. . . . 
Their elements are these: the doctors of small towns and villages, 
whom Balzac described, the skilled artisans, the small peasant- 
proprietors . . . the schoolteachers closely bound up with the life of 
the people and in bitter conflict with the priest in their Commune. 

The industrial workers had been busy organizing themselves 
during the eighteen-seventies, and exerted some direct political 
influence by 1879. Tn 1879’, writes Zevaes, ^the Labour Party 
properly so-called enters on the scene.’ The social strand of the 
revolutionary tradition began now to intertwine inextricably 
with the political: and the demand for economic liberty and 
equality mingled with the demand for political liberty and 
equality.^ 

The political and parliamentary groupings and alignments 
therefore took shape against this confused background of con- 
flicting social forces and movements. It has often been sug- 
gested that the party system of modem France is the result of 
two revolutions going on simultaneously: the political fermen- 
tation of the French revolutionary tradition and ideals, and the 
economic revolution of industrialization. Until the great climax 
of the Dreyfus affair, as already suggested, the issues which 
divided Frenchmen most were the residue of old political 
issues: authoritarianism, militarism, clericalism. But the 
social issues of labour conditions and industrial organization 
were already raising their head. After 1 905 they came increas- 
ingly to dominate the political scene, until during the inter- 
war years they virtually precluded all others. By then a multi- 
plicity of party groups had become inevitable and normal, and 
the working constitution had adjusted itself to these formations. 
And the main parties of modern France could trace their direct 
Hneage back to fhe early nineteen-hundreds.^ 

The parties of the extremes wiU be considered later (Chap- 
ter V), for they did not form the ingredients of ministries. The 

^ Cf. A. Zevaes: op. cit., pp. 105-6; cf. above, Chapters I and II 
for discussion of the different ‘strands’ in the revolutionary tradition, 
and the social bases of the Republic. 

® Cf. p. 72 f. above and W. L. Middleton: The French Political 
System^ p. 16. 
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nuclei of parties which, in coalition, provided the governments 
of the Republic, were the old centre parties of the Bordeaux 
Assembly, Gambetta’s Republican Union, and the Socialist 
parties temporarily united by Jaures before 1914. Without 
exploring the innumerable subtleties of the tiny splinters of 
groups which ricochetted throughout the electoral and par- 
liamentary history of the Republic, it is possible to trace the 
reasons and occasions which kept the Conservative, Republi- 
can and Socialist groups from becoming solid parties on the 
English or American pattern.^ 

The main parliamentary Conservative Party of modern 
France was the Union Republicaine Democratique — or Republican 
Federation, formed in 1903 and led by M. Louis Marin. It 
represented Catholic opinion, industrialist and land-owning 
interests, and big business in general. It was the spokesman of 
the higher bourgeoisie and the new oligarchy in parliament: and 
of a spirit of Conservative nationalism in foreign policy. His- 
torically it originated as an attempt to introduce stiffer party 
discipline and organization among the parties of the Right, and 
to serve as the Conservative counterpart to the Radical, 
Socialist and Communist parties. It was the heir of the Con- 
servative groups which emerged in the eighteen-eighties, accept- 
ing the Republic as the form of regime, but opposed to anti- 
clerical policies and determined to use parliamentary institu- 
tions as the bulwark against Radical change. Though powerful 
in the Chamber during the nineteen-twenties, it lost power 
during the nineteen- thirties. 

The moderate Conservative, or Right-Centre, Party was the 
Democratic Alliance, the party of Poincare, Tardieu, Flandin 
and Reynaud, formed by Adolphe Carnot in 1901. Liberal in 

^ There are many excellent accoxmts of the political party- 
formations, their ideas and social bases; see especially: Andre Sieg- 
j&ied, Tableau des Partis en France (1930); Emmanuel Berl, La Politique 
et les Partis (1932); Roger Soltau, French Parties and Politics (1930); 
Albert Thibaudet, Les Idees Politiques de la France (1932); Fernand 
Corcos, Catechisme des Partis Politiques (1932); L6on Ernest Jacques, 
Les Partis Politiques sous la Troisieme Ripublique (1913); Georges Bourgin 
et al.\ Manuel des Partis Politiques en France (1928). 
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outlook^ representing orthodox finance and capitalist bilsiness 
interests yet seeking international co-operation through the 
League of Nations, it was the heir of the Liberal groups of 
Thiers and Favre, the old Left-Centre. Never attaining the 
party discipline of even the Republican Federation, it was a 
loose bundle of fluctuating groups co-operating for electoral 
purposes outside the Chamber. It was in general both anti- 
Catholic and anti-Socialist. In the Chamber it consisted mainly 
of groups calling themselves variously Left Republicans, Centre 
Republicans, Democratic Left and Left Independents, and 
tending to vote divergently on each issue. 

There was normally much less cohesion among these groups 
of the Right than among the parties of the Left. They had a 
majority in the Chamber of 1919 partly because of the curious 
working of the 1919 experiment in proportional representation 
which hit the Left veiy^ hard, and partly because they were 
united on the purely nationalist issues of national security and 
‘making Germany pay’. Conservatism in France tended to 
depend more on the defences provided for it outside parlia- 
ment, in the ranks of tht fonctionnaires^ the Bank, and industrial 
power, than on electoral or parliamentary party organization.^ 

The Left-Centre forces of politics found more organized 
expression in the so-called ‘Radical and Radical-Socialist 
Party’ — though here, too, fluctuating groups mattered almost 
as much as the general party structure. They were the direct 
heirs of the great party built up by Gambetta — the party which 
founded the ‘Republic of the Republicans’. They liked to 
think of themselves as the descendants of the Jacobins. Cham- 
pions of anti-clericalism, anti-militarism, anti-caesarism: of 
Dreyfus and individual rights; of peasant proprietorship and 
the ‘little man’; of the £cole unique; of Republican defence and 
national security: the Radicals made themselves the voice of 
both the revolutionary tradition in politics and of the middle 
classes and the peasants in parliament. They represent the 

^ Cf. E. Berl: op. cit., pp. 27-38 on the U.R.D. Its leader, M. 
Louis Maiin, escaped to England and joined General de Gaulle in 
1943. For period of greatest power, 1919-24, see Paul Vaucher: 
Post-War France (1934), and see below, Chapter V, p. 184 f. 
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defensive, distrustful individualism of French democracy, the 
suspicion of all authority and the hatred of all privilege. Their 
strongholds were therefore the villages and smaller provincial 
towns: and the basis of their party organization was the cadres 
or local committees, and the lodges of Freemasonry^ These 
committees consisted of college professors and school teachers, 
petty officials and shopkeepers, doctors and journalists, 
artizans and well-to-do peasants. The comitards — the structural 
basis of Halevy^s Repuhlique des Comites — chose parliamentary’ 
candidates, and serv^ed as active agencies at elections. But thev 
themselves were self-appointed and not elected. Here, again, 
was a powerful force of political decentralization in French 
democracy, making the Deputy, once selected and elected on 
this intensely local foimdation, an agent of local, provincial 
interests and outlook. 

Similar both in origin and spirit to the local Radical com- 
mittees were the Freemasons’ Lodges, whose anti-Gatholic 
creed was inspired by the revolutionary tradition inherited 
from the eighteenth-centtiry Deists, the pkilosophes, and the 
Jacobins themselves. The Grand Orient and the smaller Grande 
Loge organizations have shared between them since 1 772 the 
membership of some 50,000 to 60,000 French Freemasons, and 
have played an active but little recorded part in the fight of 
the Radicals against Church, Army, Monarchy and big finance. 
Their social basis was middle class and not proletarian.^ 

As the most powerful Centre party, and the organization 
most deeply rooted in French national life, the Radical and 
Radical-Socialist parties made themselves a normally in- 
dispensable part of every governmental coalition. Their 
leaders provided the greatest names in the list of Prime Minis- 
ters of the Third Republic — ^Ferry, Combes, Clemenceau, 

^ On the Radical and Radical-Socialist local committees, see es- 
pecially A Thibaudet: op. cit., pp. 135-52. On Freemasonry in 
France, see Pierre Fr^erix: £tat des Forces en Frame ( 1 935), pp. 1 15-35, 
152-6; Carlton J. H. Hayes; op. cit., pp. 118-23; Albert Lantoine: 
Histotre de la Pranc-^agormene Frangaise (1925). For a virulent attack 
on it, see A. G. Michel: La Dictature de la FranC'^MagoTtnerie sur la 
Frame (1924). 
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Herriotj Daladier. The fact that the party of individualism par 
excellence played so consistently prominent a part in French 
governments made the Third Republic what it was: socially 
Conservative, politically progressive, and diplomatically na- 
tionalistic. Its chief internal division concerned its attitude 
towards Socialism, and the most important split came in 1910, 
when those Radicals who favoured Socialism formed the small 
but influential ‘Republican Socialist Party’. But for most pur- 
poses ‘Radicals’ and ‘Radical-Socialists’ held together: though 
wdthin the organizational framework of the cadres survived a 
rich diversity of shades of opinion. 

The parliamentary representatives were organized by the 
Radical Executive Committee, which arranged several meet- 
ings a year. These meetings were normally attended by some 
300 or 400 of the most active Radical leaders. The annual 
Congress of the Party, capable of making momentous party 
decisions, was loosely organized, and federations of local com- 
mittees were but haphazardly represented as compared with 
hundreds of influential individuals in Paris who could wire-pull 
on the spot. The Party was not itself systematically or demo- 
cratically run: and again ultimate powers of control relapsed 
to the local cadres?- 

The Socialist Parties, though perpetually tending to split, 
from the first reached a higher degree of organization in the 
country and in parliament, and a closer connexion between 
the tw^o. Indeed, the further Left the more thorough was party 
organization. The United Socialist Party dated from 1905, 
when it w^as defined as ‘a class party, aiming at the socializa- 
tion of the means of production and distribution: not a party 
of reform, but a party of class and revolution, united against all 

^ The ‘Radical and Radical-Socialist Party’ had, for example, 
86 seats in the Chamber of 1919; 139 in 1924; 125 in 1928; 160 in 
1932; 1 13 hi 1937* The U.R.D. meanwhile dropped from 183 in 1919 
to 103 in 1924, and 1928, and only 41 in 1932, and 54 in 1937; mean- 
while the Socialist Party (S.F.I.O.) rose fairly steadily, too, from 68 
in 1919 to 104 in 1924, 100 in 1928, 131 in 1932, and 15 1 in 1937, 
when it was the largest single party in the Chamber and Blum became 
Prime Minister. 
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bourgeois groups’. From time to time groups like the neo- 
Socialist group of Marcel Deat, or individuals like Briand and 
Boncour, inevitably split away from this rigid basis; and from 
the first various dissidents formed the ‘Republican Socialist 
Party’. The Great War brought further splits, and in 1920 both 
the modern Socialist and the modern Communist Party were 
born by the division between the adherents of the Second and 
Third Internationals within the ‘United’ Socialist Party. The 
French section of the Workers’ International (S.F.I.O.) be- 
came the modern Socialist Party headed by Leon Blum; the 
French section of the Communist International (S.F.l.C.) be- 
came the modem Communist Party^ of which Maurice Thorez 
became the General Secretary. The did Socialist newspaper, 
UHumaniti^ which Jaures had founded in 1904, became the 
organ of the Communists, and in 1918 Blum founded the new 
Socialist paper, Le Populaire, This split, deliberately promoted 
by Lenin, was engineered at the Socialist Party Conference at 
Tours in 1920. By 1922 the trade unions split in a similar way, 
at the conference at Lille, into the old C.G.T. which remained 
Syndicalist-Socialist, and the new Communist Confederation 
Generate du Travail Unitaire (G.G.T.U.). They did not re-unite 
until 1936, during the Popular Front experiment. The Left- 
wing working class movement was split from top to bottom, 
and French democracy was so much the weaker for the collapse 
of that democratic Socialist movement which Jaures had so 
laboriously and so successfully united. 

And on the Left such party splits affected party organization 
at every level. Rival local committees and candidates appeared 
at elections, just as rival trade unions appeared in each indus- 
try. The Socialist Republican Union (U.S.R.) derived from a 
split of the late nineteen-twenties, when the mildest, non- 
Marxist Socialists led by Renaudel combined with various 
other individual dissidents, such as Briand, Boncour and Pain- 
lev6, to form a parliamentary group of ministers and former 
ministers more willing than the S.F.I.O. to collaborate with 
Radical governments. Socialist local committees, more system- 
atically created than the Radical, found concerted expression in 
the annual party conference, and the party structure was more 
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ikin to British party organization, national and centralized.^ 
So, too, with the Communist Party. As a more absolutely 
revolutionary body, its organization was tight and its discipline 
strict. But despite its orthodox Marxist creed and its appeal to 
the more extreme among industrial workers, French Commun- 
ism is not purely the product of industrialism. Communism 
was strong not only in the ‘red belt’ of the Paris working-class 
suburbs and the industrial departments of the north-east, but 
also in the centre (Cher and Allier) and in the south (Southern 
Provence) which are agricultural, and strongest of all in the 
completely rural area of Lot-et-Garonne in the south-west. 
Andre Siegfried has suggested that it there signifies 'red Re- 
publicanism’ rather than strict Marxism, and that discontented 
peasant proprietors who voted Communist should be regarded 
as a sort of Trish Group’, voting extremist on principle regard- 
less of the ideology involved. It seems probable that the experi- 
ence of active resistance between 1940 and 1944, sometimes led 
locally by the Communist Party, may have still further ex- 
tended this peculiar appeal of the most extreme of all Left-wing 
parties in France. No Communist Deputy held office during the 
Third Republic: and only in 1944 did two Communist represen- 
tatives take ministerial office in the Provisional Government.^ 
The excessive individualism and 'non-conformity’ of French 
politics found expression not only in this complex spectrum of 
organized parties, but in the immense number of splinters 
which existed between these broad blocs of opinion. Small 
bands of independents or free-lance Deputies abounded in 
every Chamber. Lacking any wider party discipline, they re- 
shuffled, bargained and voted as they pleased, and owed 
allegiance only to the constituents who had returned them to 
parliament. Once again, local and particularist interests found 

^ On the S.F.I.O. and the C.G.T., see above. Chapter II, pp. 47- 
51, and J. H. Jackson: Jean Jaures, passim. On the modern policy of 
the C.G.T. see Leon Jouhaux: La C.G.T. (1937); Robert Bothereau: 
Histoire du Syndicalisme Franpais (1945). 

2 Cf. A. Siegfried: op. cit., pp. 169-70; E. Berl: op. cit., pp. 87- 
100; and the naturally favourable description in Maurice Thorez: 
France To-day and the People* s Front (1936). 
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full expression, at the expense of parliamentary organization 
and governmental stability. In a regime where the Deputy was 
intended to be the contrSUur of Ministers, scores of Deputies 
were abundantly free to exercise their powers arbitrarily. It 
was often boasted that every nuance of public opinion, how- 
ever subtle, could find expression in parliament. What mat- 
tered more was that every special interest, however local and 
exclusive, could encumber national politics with its demands.^ 
The regular means of exerting such power was through the 
device of Interpellation, or challenge. Any Deputy or Senator 
could call upon a Minister to explain his policy as regards any 
particular issue. A general debate followed, and this debate 
had to end with a resolution or general vote, before proceeding 
with the ordre du jour, or business of the day. Should the resolu- 
tion go against the government, the ministry was expected to re- 
sign: and during the first fifty years of the Republic, three out of 
every five ministries resigned over an adverse ordre dujour. The 
device served excellently to sacrifice ministerial stability to 
parliamentary control over policy, and was one main plank in 
the structure of parliamentary, rather than cabinet, sovereignty 
during the Third Republic. ^ 

1 The suggested distinction between what Thibaudet calls ‘parties 
of interests* on the Right and ‘parties of ideas on the Left 
has little real substance in fact. The Action frangaise ideology is as 
absolute as the Communist, and the sectional interests appealed to by 
Socialists and Communists are no less real than the interests appealed 
to by the U.R.D. or the Democratic Alliance. All parties appealed 
equally to the combination of interests and ideas best calculated to 
win t hem active support among electors and readers. 

® On the methods of parliamentary control over the executive 
see J. Barthflemy: Le Gouoernement de la France (1939), Chapter VII. 
The other two methods in addition to interpellation (inquest and 
question) were less important: inquest because, though elaborate and 
formidable in procedure, it was seldom used; question because, 
though abundandy used, it was usually concerned with details of 
administration rather than general policy. Formal printed question 
and answers in the Jound Ojfficiel might number as many as 5,000 in 
a year. Interpellation, in either Chamber or Senate, was the regitiar 
method of control over ministers and the Government’s general policy. 
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More formidable in appearance, though sometimes less 
effective in practice as a means of parliamentary control over 
ministers, was the elaborate system of Senate and Chamber 
standing committees. By 1 920, twenty permanent committees 
of the Chamber had been set up, covering between them most 
subjects of legislation and administration. Each had forty-four 
members, representing all parliamentary groups in proportion 
to their strength in the Chamber. Originally simply organs of 
criticism and advice in the formulation of Bills, they soon came 
to be used as weapons for directing government policy and 
controlling the action of the government. They meant that 
each important Minister had to face not only the Chamber or 
Senate as a whole, but a miniature Chamber or Senate of men 
who specialized in criticism of his own department and its 
activities. He was seldom likely to behave irresponsibly — how- 
ever much the committees might behave irresponsibly. The 
committee’s attitude would range from one of helpful co-opera- 
tion to one of hostility and obstruction: depending usually on 
the personality, tact and skill of the minister himself. The Com- 
mittees on Foreign Affairs were particularly imposing bodies, 
usually headed by a former Prime Minister. They had the 
right to keep in constant touch with the Qjiai d'" Or say through 
their rapporteurs dHnformation^ as well as the power to invite the 
Foreign [Minister or his subordinates to come before them for 
interrogation. But ministers could refuse to appear — and did 
refuse when they felt strong enough. They could be evasive 
when they did appear. And the Committees became channels 
of information about foreign policy, rather than agencies in 
making it. Parliamentary control over foreign policy was 
mainly indirect: through financial control over money spent 
on the diplomatic and armed services, and through political 
disapproval after the event. A dozen ministries were over- 
thrown during the Republic on issues of foreign policy. Such 
control — or rather reprisals — after the event were in France, 
as elsewhere, the most effective method yet found in a democ- 
racy for control over foreign policy. Though clearly unsatis- 
factory, it must probably always remain the ultimate sanction. 
It cannot be said that French parliaments abused this power 
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as regards foreign policy: largely because, until the inter- war 
years, there was broad and substantial agreement in French 
opinion about foreign policy A 

The results of these constitutional arrangements and customs 
and this party system of fluctuating gi'oups are familiar enough: 
some 88 distinct ministries during the seventy years of the Third 
Republic (over i oo if abortive ministries be counted) : some 50 
different Prime Ministers and nearly 50 different Foreign 
Ministers: between 400 and 500 different Cabinet Ministers. 
Yet these absurd results should not be exaggerated. Where 
desired, both continuity and consistency could be achieved. 
M. Delcasse held the record for continuity with seven years* 
unbroken tenure of the Foreign Office: M. Briand the record 
for persistency with his total of ten years altogether at the same 
office, and his eleven different ministries. The democratic in- 
strument in France was no better than the revolutionary tradi- 
tion, the balance of social forces and the conflicts of public 
opinion would allow it to be. 

From the ‘revolutionary tradition’ modem France inherited 
a double ‘geological fault’ which ran right through her social 
life and her political structure: the conflict between liberty and 
equality as ideals, and the gap between democracy and govern- 
ment. By permeation through the social bases of her national 
life, this inheritance produced a multitude of small groups and 
parties, many of which were opposed to a democratic form of 
government and democratic ways of life. The consequent clash 
of social and political forces led, in turn, to a compromise 
regime which was designed by Monarchists, adapted by 
Liberals, and made to work by Radicals. It was a system of 
parliamentary sovereignty in which very few of the political 
parties really believed. The first generation of this regime, be- 
tween 1870 and 1905, was spent in liquidating the past, and the 

^ On the parliamentary committee system see W. L. Middleton: 
op. cit., Chapter VII, and the specialized studies by R. K. Gooch: The 
French Parliamentary Committee System (1935); and Lindsay Rogers: The 
French Parliamentary System (1929). On the Foreign Affairs Committees 
in particular, see F. L. Schuman: War and Diplomacy in the French 
Republic (1931). 
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chief unifying force amongst the parties seeking to make it 
more democratic was common hostility to the ‘enemies of the 
Republic’. The series of flukes and hazards by which the Third 
Republic was established left a large minority opposed to its 
very existence and survival. The energy spent in resisting this 
minority in Church, Army and administration meant postpone- 
ment of more vital questions about what the Republic should 
do and ^vhat sort of society it should seek to create. This 
cramped the early development of the Republic, for the only 
programme on which parties could unite was the minimum 
programme of opposition to the minority which opposed the 
whole regime: a policy of ‘anti-monarchism’, ‘anti-clerical- 
ism’, ‘anti-militarism’. The Great War produced a temporary 
unity and reconciliation, but still further postponed the settle- 
ment of modern issues.^ 

The second generation of the Republic, betw^een 1905 and 
1940, was therefore haunted by a great time-lag and by power- 
■' fill forces acting as a drag on smooth and timely adjustment of 
the Constitution, law, government and administration to meet 
modern and ever-changing conditions. Habits acquired during 
the previous generation died hard, old divisions formed on 
out-of-date issues survived. Now it was the parties of the Right 
\vhich were united only in common opposition to the forces of 

^ The position can perhaps be understood by imagining a United 
Kingdom in which a Mosleyite Fascist movement attacking par- 
liament were so great a danger that elections had to be fought by 
all the other parties as ‘democratic’ parties united only on the issue 
of anti-Fascism. In spite of having run the elections as a bloc they 
would, in power, have the most diverse views on what to do \tith 
their electoral victory and would shade off from Right to Left some- 
what like the French. Whenever a domestic issue arose on which they 
were divided, they would be strongly tempted to shuffle and re-group 
within parliament rather than risk their wider (though negative) 
unity being impaired, or the parliamentary system running into a 
deadlock which would be grist to the Mosley mills. Such a situation 
has not arisen in Great Britain mainly because the vast majority 
accept the parliamentary' system: and the whole nature of a demo- 
cratic regime is conditioned by whether or not there is such general 
agreement about the fundamentals of the regime itself. 
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Republicanism, Democracy, Socialism and Communism; and 
they shaded off from Right to Left according to w'hich of these 
forces aroused their greatest animosity. The Left parties might 
have developed greater solidarity and more stable party 
organization, but for the new disruptive force of Communism 
which split them as well. Opponents of the existing regime were 
now reinforced, for they existed both on extreme Right and 
extreme Left, and the Centre parties — the Republicans, Radi- 
cals, Radical-Socialists and moderate Socialists — although dis- 
agreeing among themselves about domestic issues, were forced 
to shuffle and reshuffle in a series of uneasy coalitions in order 
to carr\^ on the government. Constant compromise was un- 
avoidable if they were not to risk the whole regime being de- 
feated and overthrown, and positive legislation could be no 
more than the highest common denominator of their agree- 
ment. The system survived and worked only so far as these 
Centre groups could agree to make it work: and perpetual 
half-measures were the price paid for making it work. Every 
government and every measure which got through both houses 
of parliament had to be a half-way house. 

Thus arose the paradox that in a nation famed for its logical- 
ity and clarity of mind and vision, and amid a party system 
where every party took its stand on a clear-cut ideology and a 
fairly distinct social or sectional basis, the general atmosphere 
of politics and the tone of nearly aU legislation was one of half- 
hearted, timid compromise of which the fruits were usually 
Too little and too late’. The habit of debrouillage became chronic. 
A spirit of compromise may be essential in democratic govern- 
ment, but this was compromise without tolerance, and a series 
of half-way houses which were destinations rather than tem- 
porary halts on a journey. Democracy needs a constitution 
with balance but without deadlock; a party-system which pro- 
duces compromise without stalemate; leaders who can bargain 
without sacrifice of principles; a social order which provides 
orderly progress but not stagnation or violent change. The 
Third Republic was not happy in finding or creating these 
prerequisites of a successful democracy. The tendency to dead- 
lock between President and parliament was solved only by the 
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complete ascendancy of parliament over all governments. The 
tendency of parties to stalemate was avoided only by half- 
hearted compromise. The power of provincialism and the 
group-system were not such as to produce many leaders who 
were more than shrewd manipulators and skilful politicians. 
The changing balance of social classes was not one with which 
such a regime could easily keep pace, for the drag on legislative 
reforms was heavy and the dynamics of the parliamentary 
system were geared very low. If the democratic instrument in 
France was no better than the revolutionary tradition, the 
balance of social forces and the conflicts of public opinion would 
allow it to be, it was perhaps no worse than the extreme indi- 
vidualistic and separatist spirit of the French people wanted it 
to be. Indeed the very multiplicity of parliamentary groups 
helped to soften divisions which a more rigid two-party or 
three-party system would have intensified. 

It can be judged by two standards; relatively, by its own 
standards and values, and not by those of other democratic 
nations such as the United Kingdom or the United States; and 
more absolutely by the standard of its response to the chal- 
lenge of modern problems which are common to all twentieth- 
century nation-States, whatever the form of their regime. One 
criterion is that of the French national vision: the other is that 
of the adequacy of the Third Republic to meet the require- 
ments of men in modern European cudhzation. Each must be 
applied in turn, before a just estimate of the achievement of 
the Third Republic can be attained.^ 

1 The first of these criteria is applied in Chapter IV below, the 
second in Chapter V below. A final r&ume of the whole argument 
will be found at the end of Chapter VI. 
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THE NATIONAL VISION 

The Democratic Ideal 

I HAVE always believed’^ said Thiers in 1871, ‘that there is 
only one kind of good government and one kind of real 
liberty. Good government means unity of action; real liberty 
is the opportunity of dismissing the authority to whom the 
action has been entrusted. But once you have set up an author- 
ity you must let it act and not weaken it.’ Herein lies the clue to 
the basic conflict of conceptions within the French democratic 
ideal.^ 

It has already been suggested that part of the peculiar ‘revo- 
lutionary tradition’ of modern France was the difficulty of 
reconciling democracy and government — freedom and admin- 
istration — the sovereignty of the people with the rule of law. 
The explanation of the strong appeal of traditionalist and con- 
servative ideas in France is the belief, shared alike by extreme 
democrats and extreme anti-democrats, that liberty and 
authority are ultimately irreconcilable. The failures of the 
nineteenth-century experiments in monarchy and Liberal 
Catholicism seemed to endorse this belief. Furthermore there 
has always been a gulf between nationalist Liberals like Thiers 
and Radical democrats like Gambetta: the same sort of gulf as 
between Bonapartists and traditionalist Monarchists. It is the 
contrast between men who believe in the need for a strong 
centralized authority in the modem State, and men who see in 
decentralization and local autonomies the essence of good 
government.^ 

These contrary conceptions of government remained an issue 
throughout the Republic, though the controversy took varying 
lorms. At first it crystallized into the conflict between centraliza- 
tion and decentralization, with Monarchists and Radicals and 

^ Cf. F. H. Brabant: op. cit., p. 516; and cf. above, p. 16. 

^ Cf. pp. 98 and 1 12. 
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even some Socialists on one side, Liberals and Bonapartists, odd 
allies, on the other. Later it became involved with the question 
of how far the Deputy should be the agent of the national 
‘general will’, and how far he should be the agent of local, 
particularist interests. The fluctuation in electoral methods 
between scrutin de liste and scrutin uninominaL already described, 
implied similar questions. Some of the many issues involved in 
the Dreyfus affair were the issues between the claims of indi- 
vidualism and personal rights and the claims of authoritarian- 
ism and ‘national security’. Largely as a result of the affair. 
Radicalism came to be stated in the extreme and anarchistic 
form of the philosophy of ‘Alain’, whilst authoritarianism was 
stated in an equally extreme form: the traditionalist etatisme of 
the Action frangaise and the post-war semi-Fascist movements. 
Underlying these varied contests of principles, which in one 
form or other dominated the whole political life of the Re- 
public, lies a permanent, many-sided issue. It merits further 
enquiry, since it involves the whole national vision of what con- 
stitutes the ‘good life’, and of what is regarded as the most 
desirable kind of national society. It is an issue which was con- 
stantly influenced during the Republic by the standing menace 
of the Third Reich — the perennial threat to French national 
security, which threw France periodically into a state of siege 
and emergency conducive to authoritarian control.^ 

The notion that democratic government should be weak 
government, that more government meant less democracy, 
was always a heresy to the French Liberal. The very concern 
of French Liberals with the doctrine of the ‘separation of 
powers’ — a doctrine derived from Montesquieu’s writings but 
seldom interpreted as Montesquieu had defined it — ^implied the 
grant of wide powders to the central authority as a whole. It was, 
historically, the first answer of French democrats to the charge 
that centralized power would inevitably be undemocratic and 
even uncontrollable. It was an answer concerned with what 
Montesquieu had more accurately called ‘the distribution of 
powers’ — the allocation of authority between complementary 
organs of the central government. As such, it found full ex- 
^ Gf. Chapter III, pp. 76-78, and Chapter V, pp. 179-184. 
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pression in the first two French Republics: indeed, such perfect 
expression in the Second Republic of 1 848, that deadlock be- 
tween executive and legislature, each resting on direct popular 
mandate, tvas wellnigh inevitable. The absence of any real 
attempt to embody the principle in the constitution of the 
Third Republic was partly the consequence of this previous 
experience, and partly a sign of how little the Liberals shared 
in the moulding of the constitutional laws. French democrats 
like Gambetta pinned their faith more in the ejSicacy of uni- 
versal suffrage to control the Chamber and Senate, than in any 
attempt to achieve some automatic check on executive powder 
wdthin the mechanism of the central government itself. Tf the 
Chamber should show itself decidedly powerless’, he wrote in 
1875, 'it w'ould not only be it but the w^hole Republic which 
would be blamed.’^ 

Paradoxically enough, it was the extreme Legitimists who 
were the chief advocates of extensive measures of decentraliza- 
tion in the eighteem-seventies: they and the communards. The 
Monarchist Committee of Decentralization which was created 
within the Bordeaux Assembly pressed Thiers ver>^ hard for 
greater local autonomy in the departements and in the munici- 
palities, and for scrutin uninominal (single-member constituen- 
cies) in national elections. The local gentry, as Daniel Halevy 
describes them, 'elected in the disaster of the Second Empire, 
pursued a Liberal dream whose traditions went back to the 
aristocratic risings of very ancient France’: in short, to the 
traditions of the Frondes^ to defence of local privileges and im- 
munities against royal bureaucratic centralization. Parlements, 
provincial Estates, Chambers of Agriculture and Assemblies of 

^ Cf. Gambetta: Lettres, No. 256 (14 November 1875). An in- 
fluential Liberal propagandist such as Prevost-Paradol specifically re- 
jected the principle of 'separation of powers’ in 1868. ‘Un minist^rc 
pr^ent aux Chambres, homog^ne, responsable, amovible surtout, 
voila done 1’ instrument le plus indispensable du gouvemement parle- 
mentaire et la plus forte garantie de la liberte publique’ {La Franze 
NowelUy p. loi). Cf. L. Trotabas: op. cit., pp. 27-32, for an attempt 
to maintain that the Third Republic was based on a ‘separation of 
powers’. 
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‘notables’ haunted this dream, and led to the anti-Rousseauist 
doctrine of the need for ‘intermediary bodies’ between the 
individual citizen and the State. Louis XVI in particular had 
experimented with them and after 1870, as earlier in the nine- 
teenth century, reaction against Napoleonic integration ex- 
pressed itself among the gentry in reviv’-al of this dream. The 
Liberal Prevost-Paradol made it popular and topical in La 
France jYouvelle of 1868; but it had already been promoted by 
ultramontanes like \^euillot, who had argued that a central- 
ized State is a weak State, since it can be knocked out by one 
blow at its nerve-centre, whereas dispersed power and local 
liberties made for a tough and durable State. Sedan revived 
this belief with dramatic effect.^ 

Indeed, the view’s of all parties were clearly reflected in their 
characteristic reactions to the Second Empire and its defeat. In 
1864 Thiers had made his famous demand for the ‘indispens- 
able liberties’ which became the programme of the Liberal 
Party. He had defined them as ‘security of the citizen against 
personal violence and arbitrary powder; liberty but not im- 
punity of the Press, that is to say liberty to exchange those 
ideas from which public opinion is bom; fireedom of elections; 
fi-eedom of national representation; pubHc opinion, stated by 
the majority, directing the conduct of Government’. This re- 
mained the essence of Left- Centre ideals in the eighteen-seven- 
ties. In Gambetta’s Belleville Manifesto of 1869, this moderate 
programme was restated in more Radical terms. ‘For those who 
believe that the People is the one lawful sovereign, and must 
really exercise power, mere responsibility of ministers to parlia- 
ment is not enough: all those who hold any kind of office must 
be effectively checked, especially the head of the executive 
power.’ To underline his divergence from Thiers, he added, 
‘Those w’ho can reconcile universal suffrage with the “indispens- 
able liberties” granted by limited Monarchy can join Thiers.’ 
His demands were for universal male suffrage in both local and 

^ On the movements for decentralization see Brabant: op. cit., 
p. 420 ff. and Appendix; D. Halevy: La Fin des Notables ^ pp. 49- 
54; Prevost-Paradol: La France Nowoelle^ p. 77 ff.; Falloux: op. cit., 
Vol. II. 
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national elections; complete freedom of the Press and public 
meedng; freedom of association; the abandonment of standing 
armies; the complete disestablishment of the Church; the 
abolition of all privileges; a secular, free, compulsory’ system 
of elementary’ education; and economic and social reforms. 
Napoleon’s plebiscite of April 1870, on the belated ‘Liberal 
Constitution’ which granted Thiers’s ‘indispensable liberties’, 
won the bulk of the Liberal votes but none of the Republican 
votes. Yet even Gambetta’s readiness for direct democracy was 
limited: and in November 1870 he is found resisting the theory 
of mandat imperaiif, or instructions imposed on representatives by 
their constituents, as vigorously as Edmund Burke resisted 
it in his speech to the electors at Bristol nearly a century^ 
before. 

Both Liberals and Radicals, then, had much in common, and 
much to distinguish their programmes both from the decentral- 
izing tendencies of the extreme Right and extreme Left, and 
from the ‘direct democracy’ favoured by the Bonapartists with 
their slogan of appel au peuple and their plebiscitary- caesarism. 
Liberals and Radicals alike believed that the form of the regime, 
political reforms and civic liberties, were essential prerequisites 
of social and econonaic reforms. They had the same priority of 
purpose, w^hich Gambetta stated categorically in the Belle- 
ville Manifesto.^ ‘I believe that the progress of these social re- 
fonns depends absolutely on the political regime and on politi- 
cal reforms: and for me it is axiomatic in these matters that the 
form involves and determines the substance.’ This attitude set 
both of them apart from the Socialists, who gave primacy to 
social and economic reforms. Political liberties and rights once 
ensured, both became readily satisfied: and to the Socialists, 
Syndicalists and Communists was left the task of pressing for 
more social and economic reform. As late as 1921, M. Pain- 
leve’s Ligm de la Republique in its manifesto defined as Republi- 
cans ‘those who accept without qualifications the Republic 

1 Cf. Henri Malo: Thiers (1932), p. 449; J. P. T. Bury: Gambetta 
and the National Defence (1936) ; Appendix II of this book for the text of 
the Belleville Manifesto; and cf. Bury, p. 16 fF. On the distinction be- 
tween Liberals and Radicals, see above, p. 36!. 
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as defined by Gambetta in his Belleville programme of 1869’. 

In this sense, the domestic history of the Third Republic 
might be written in terms of the progressive satisfaction of the 
'moderate’ parties of each generation, and the consequent 
relegation of each 'moderate’ party in turn to the ranks of 
Gonserv^atism. The Republicans of the eighteen-seventies, 
satisfied by the new parliamentary regime, became the Con- 
servatives of the eighteen-eighties. The Radicals of the eight- 
een-eighties, satisfied by the triumph of anti- clericalism and 
anti-militarism, became the Conservatives of the early nine- 
teen-hundreds. The Radical-Socialists, satisfied by the mild 
social reforms of the nineteen-hundreds, joined the ranks of the 
Conservatives in the post-war period. The Socialists of the 
inter-war years, satisfied by the social-reform and nationaliza- 
tion programme of the Provisional Government, already rank 
among the moderate parliamentarians of the nineteen-forties. 
The so-called sinistrisme of French politics has often been com- 
mented upon, in the sense that Conservative parties adopt or 
cling to Left-wing labels. It wotild be equally true to speak of 
the dexirisme of French politics — the accumulative recruitment 
of the moderates to the forces opposing still further social 
change: or — ^while phrases are being coined — of the essential 
moderisme of French politics — ^the invariable triumph and 
satisfaction of the forces of moderation. It all depends on the 
standpoint of the commentator: and all three generalizations 
are equally true and equally false, being but different aspects of 
the same central historical fact. The essential fact is that the 
national vision has shifted its range with each generation, and 
has led to a fresh alignment of political forces amid changing 
circumstances.^ 

^ Cf. Albert Thibaudet: Les Idies Politiques de la France (1932). 
M. Thibaudet analyses the six main schools of political thought — 
Traditionahsm, Liberalism, Industrialism, Social Catholicism, 
Jacobinism and Socialism — and concludes that they form a comple- 
mentary whole, une Republigue platonicienne d'Idees, held together by 
the comprehensive ideology of Liberalism. Andre Siegfried {Tableaux 
des Partis en France^ p. 89) speaks of the toujours a gauche of French 
political life — though with some scepticism. 
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Throughout these many changes of emphasis and objective, 
French political thought has seldom ceased to regard the indi- 
vidual and human personality as the very basis of politics. The 
basis of all is humanism, ranging from an extreme individual- 
ism which is tantamount to anarchism, to a respect for small 
and intense human communities which are but the individual 
writ large. France herself, as a nation and even as a state, is 
thought of in terms of individual personality. It is no accident 
that the Third Republic was nicknamed Marianne. The 
powerful traditions of classical humanism, of Roman law, of 
revolutionary sentiment and emancipation, have all conspired, 
with the institutions of peasant proprietorship and the small 
business, to exalt the individual in French thought, habits and 
social organization. This is the constant reality underlying the 
desire for decentralization, local autonomies, a weak govern- 
ment, strong communal life in small farms and villages, and 
above all in independent family life. It breeds the spirit of re- 
sistance to all dictatorship: and even the most complete of 
dictatorships have had to make much of their respect for peas- 
ant proprietorship and the family, for the ideal of the ‘career 
open to talents’ and the rights of Labour. Even the unsought 
system of parliamentary sovereignty which was the Third 
Republic had to come to terms with this reality by making the 
Deputy the most effective personal agent of local desires and 
interests, and of individual requests. Every French regime 
except Vichy, and nearly every French school of political 
thought except traditionalism, has been able to claim some 
lineage from Rousseau: at one moment an itatiste, at another a 
communard, at another a Socialist, yet always, at bottom, an 
incorrigible individualist.^ 

^ The French cult of individuality and of individualism is appar- 
ent in innumerable aspects of French life and culture, some of which 
are described elsewhere in this book. It has been frequently acknow- 
ledged and elaborated by prominent French writers— e.g. Andre 
Siegfried: op. cit., Chapter I on Le Car act ire frangais; Pierre Maillaud: 
France (1942), p. 41 ff. to quote only two very modern examples. 

On the many-sidedness of Rousseau, see Alfred Cobban: Rousseau 
and the Modem State (1934); and the brilliant Catholic analysis of 
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The French national vision has remained^ indeed, deeply- 
coloured in politics by the legacy of eighteenth-century thought, 
whether classical or romantic, rationalist or emotional. After 
the great age of French literature in the seventeenth century, 
France had a national heritage of culture which remained 
great beyond challenge. That culture linked classical traditions 
and national literature with political institutions such as the 
monarchy of Louis XIV, and with political theories such as the 
rationalism of Descartes or Voltaire, or the classicism of Racine 
or Montesquieu. Culture, nationalism and political thought 
became interconnected and associated ideas. As one writer has 
remarked, fthe eighteenth-century ideal of civilization, based 
on rational and human values, has remained a dominant char- 
acteristic of the French mentality\ Some consequences of the 
close connexion between literary men and politics in the nine- 
teenth century have been already indicated. In the twentieth 
century, too, the classical scholarship of M. Herriot and the 
French literary learning of Leon Blum, the literary leadership 
of Royalist forces by Barres, Maurras and Leon Daudet, have 
continued this connexion. Journalism and literary polemics 
are the life-blood of French politics, and the influence of reor- 
maliens in the Republique des Professeurs tends in the same direc- 
tion, M. Andre Philip and M. Georges Bidault, prominent in 
post-Vichy France, were both academic scholars at French 
universities before the crisis of 1 940 brought them into active 
politics as champions of democratic liberties and national 
recovery.^ 

In 1936 Jean Guehenno could write, Tn a world where pro- 
perty and interests know no frontiers, nations can henceforth 
represent only those ideas which our will and our courage have 
kept alive, a way of thinking, a way of living, which men who 
speak the same language, who live under the same sky and have 
lived through the same history, have discovered through the 

Jacques Maritain; Trois Rifarmatevrs (1925). Cf, A. D. Lindsay: The 
Modern Democratic State (1943), Vol. I, pp. 129-34; 235-40. 

^ Cf. D. M. Pickles: The French Political Scene (1938), Chapter I; 
and D. Momet; Les Origines Intellectuelles de la Rivolution Frangaise 

(1933). 
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centuries The only legitimate imperialism is that of reason.’ 

To identif>^ nationalism with rationalism is characteristically 
French. Few distinctions are more significant in modern 
French political thought than the famous distinction drawn by 
Charles Peguy between mystique and politique. When traditional- 
ists like Barres had spoken of nationalism in superstitious terms, 
of the feelings inspired by the bones of ancestors in the soil, 
Peguy raised the conception of national feeling once again to a 
moral, Christian level, to a conception which satisfied both 
French rationalism and French nationalism. His famous epi- 
gram — tout commence en mystique et tout finit en politique — might 
seem to express a sort of fin de siecle disillusionment, though 
Peguy himself defined his terms carefully enough. But the 
actual effect of his personal influence on French thought — the 
greater because of his death in action on the Marne in 1914 — 
was to revive and purify, in modern terms, the spirit and tradi- 
tion of the Revolution. His passionate belief in personal in- 
tegrity, obedience to conscience against all authority at what- 
ever the cost, the quality of his revulsion against the forces 
which tried to crush Dreyfus, made him the hero of modem 
Republican individualism, and the dramatic antithesis to 
Charles Maurras and all that French traditionalist Conserva- 
tism represents. 

In reply to requests to define his meaning, Peguy declared 
that Ha mystique republicaine^ c^etait quand on mourait pour la Re- 
publique; la politique re'publicaine, c^est d present qvHon en vit\ He saw 
Caesarism not only in the Second Empire, in Boulangism, in 
the anti-Dreyfiisards, but also in the electoral committees and 
the parliamentary party machinery of the Radicals and Radi- 
cal-Socialists. Indeed, he saw a tendency to Caesarism in all 
political organization, for he saw politics as the degeneration of 
pure spirit. Only in the untrammelled realm of pure human 
spirit could there be freedom and truth. Morals and politics are 
for him interdependent. ‘We can in no wise distinguish the 
social from the moral revolution, in that we do not believe the 
moral revolution of mankind can be sincerely, deeply, seriously 
effected without a complete revolution of his social environ- 
ment; and we equally believe that no formal revolution would 
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avail in any way unless it be accompanied by the ploughing up 
and turning over of consciences.’ Combes and his attacks on 
the Church after the Dreyfus affair incurred as much abuse 
from him as had the anti-Dre}Tusards themselves: the spiritual 
must not be devoured by the political to which it has given 
birth. The real enemy — because it is the source of degeneration 
— is personal ambition and acquisitiveness: and the real social 
remedy is individual moral integrity. This attack on ambi- 
tion and the po\ver of money made him an enemy of the new 
oligarchy and a certain kind of Socialist. But he regarded the 
wage-earning class — the proletariat — as infected with the same 
vices as the bourgeoisie", and he attacked the political leaders of 
the Left as much as those of the Right. 

It has been necessary to say this much of Charles Peguy’s 
ideas and influence, for as it has been suggested ‘his intellectual 
and religious evolution is a mirror of twenty years of French 
thought’, and ‘few men have been more truly representative of 
their generation’. He presented, in virid personal shape, the 
eternal protest of the prophet against the lawgiver, the spiritual 
against the material. He did much to ennoble the ideas and 
sentiments of the young men of his generation. The incorrig- 
ible non-conformist, in a perpetual minority of one; the rebel 
and heretic, cherishing integrity above power, exerted a strong 
fascination over many Frenchmen. Few wTiters are more ex- 
pressive of the finest elements in the national vision of France 
during the first half of the Third Republic, with its blend of 
patriotism and individualism, its passions and rebelliousness. 
Few are more revealing of that instinctive distrust of all 
authority qua authority, that mutinous spirit of anarchism 
which inflamed the democratic ideal in these years. There is 
little doubt that had Peguy lived he would have been a per- 
petual critic of the Republic during the inter-war years: yet 
equally certain would he, in 1 940, have rallied to the Cross of 
Lorraine, and fought all collaborationism; and equally certain- 
ly would he have leapt into violent criticism of the Provisional 
Government as soon as it tackled the tasks of concrete 
reconstruction and political reorganization. Here, too, the 
poet in politics bears the hall-mark of much that is familiar 
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and characteristic in modern French political life.^ 

Fortunately, perhaps, there is also a very different element in 
the national vision of France, to which we must now turn. 

French homage to the classical ideals of ordered unity and 
rational harmony takes many forms: the power of tht Academie 
frangaise over the French language; the belief, which persisted 
through every regime since 1 789, in a positive set of ideas to be 
inculcated by the national system of education; the national 
prestige accorded to distinguished scientists and artists; the 
instinctive rejection of racial prejudices and theories; the 
colonial policy of assimilation and the generous extension of 
citizenship. It was simply assumed that the cultural unity of 
French civilization is such that it must be formally expressed in 
national institutions and policies. Only belatedly and reluct- 
antly was it admitted that this unity could admit of other loyal- 
ties and individual rights within the nation: and the rights of a 
free Press, free Labour organization and free public meeting 
date from the very end of the nineteenth century. In this curi- 
ous way — again so reminiscent of Rousseau — French indi- 
vidualism has been tempered and restricted by a totalitarian 
nationalism and etatisme, and the Renaissance antithesis of 
sovereign individual and sovereign State has persisted in 
sharper terms than in England. Even when France has been 
most anxious to make men free, she has been tempted, the next 
moment, to believe that they can be forced to be free. This 
rapid transition, so foreign to British habits of thought, re- 
mains an important factor in the schemes for a more ‘social 
democracy’ in France since her liberation in 1944. The ill-fated 
Algiers scheme for a unified national news-agency — une agence 
unique — ^is but one instance.^ 

Religion and ecclesiastical traditions have reinforced these 

^ Gf. Jean Guehenno: Jeunesse de la France (1936); Charles Peguy. 
.Notre Jeunesse (1916) and other works; D. Halevy: Piguy et les Cahiers 
de la Quinzaine (1941). 

* Freedom of the Press in France really came only in 1881; free 
association in trade unions in 1884; free public meeting in 1907. For 
the draft schemes of Algiers for the c^ence unique see France, published 
in London, 3 August 1944, and other issues of that period. 
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tendencies to conscious unification of the whole nation. Again, 
there is a sharp contrast with Britain. It has been suggested that 
‘The articles of faith of the Church of England were like the 
constitution of the Third Republic, that which divided Eng- 
lishmen least’. ^ In a country where Protestantism had first 
been tolerated by granting it exclusive territorial and political 
privileges, and later repudiated by withdrawing these privi- 
leges and driving out the Huguenots, men were driven to be pro- 
Gatholic or anti-Gatholic : and where Protestantism took but 
little root, to be anti-Catholic meant to be primarily anti- 
clerical, and often, in the end, to be anti-Christian. The Third 
Republic inherited the struggle between Church and State 
from the whole of modem French history: from the seventeenth 
century alliance of altar and throne imder Louis XIV, • the 
eighteenth-century antithesis between Christianity and agnosti- 
cism, priestcraft and reason; the French revolutionary batde 
between Church and Republic; the nineteenth-century di- 
vorce between Catholicism and Liberalism. The events of 1870, 
which brought sharp conflict between Papacy and State in 
Italy, raised new complexities for the Third Republic. It now 
had to choose between a nationalist foreign policy which 
dictated friendship with the Italian kingdom, and Catholic 
pressure for a pro-Papal foreign policy of hostility to the new 
kingdom. Bismarck’s Kulturkampf of the eighteen-seventies in 
Germany still further complicated the choice of France.^ 

The well-established connexion between altar and throne, 

^ R. B. McCallum; England and France, I 93 S ’43 (1944)3 p« 9- 

* Protestantism in France, though not attracting numerous ad- 
herents during the Third Republic, was chiefly influentiai by reason 
of the brilliant and distinguished theologians it produced. The names 
of Sabatier and Couchoud are international in importance, and the 
French characteristics of rationalism, logic and individualism are 
apparent in their writing, cf. Canon W. J. Sparrow Simpson: Religious 
Thought in France in the Nineteenth Century (1935), Chapters IV-VIII. 
The men who effected the separation of Church and State in 1905 
thought in the historical terms here used. M. Briand, who first made 
his name as Rapporteur of the Chamber Commission on Church and 
State, traced the history of the Church in France from the baptism 
of Clovis! Cf. J. E. C. Bodley: The Church in France (1906), p, 20. 
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and the naturally anti-clerical bias of French Republicanism, 
edged France steadily towards a positive anti-clerical policy, 
both at home and abroad. Gambetta was ever ready to raise 
the cry of ‘Clericalism the enemy', and he was echoed in later 
decades by Ferry and Combes and Clemenceau, loudest among 
a host of others. These echoes died away only during the Great 
War, though they left a legacy of divided public opinion to 
modern France. A doctrinaire rationalism and laicism, forced 
into becoming a creed as absolute and as intransigent as its 
opponent, has therefore remained throughout the Third Re- 
public a persistent feature of the French ‘national vision'. And 
politically it chimed in with the Rousseauist refusal to tolerate 
competing loyalties which might mar the direct relationship 
between State and individual. To be a democrat without be- 
coming an anti-ciericai, an agnostic or an atheist, required 
both inteliecmai valour and moral conviedon. The ecole unique^ 
infused with the spirit of the ecole normale, became the moral 
foundation of the Republic, Even after iiberadon, in 1945, this 
issue re\ived enough to cause real friction between the Catholic 
party (the Mouvement Republicain Populaire) and the Socialists and 
Communists in the Fourth Republic. 

The establishment of the Republic and, after 1879, 
triumph of the Republicans, created a new^ alliance between 
the Church and the Army. Here again w^as an authority, a 
pow'er bloc claiming absolute allegiance from French citizens, 
w^hich the Republic was bound to regard with jealousy and 
suspicion as a competing and rival authority to the State. 

But here w^as a complete dilemma for the Republicans. As 
regards the Church, the solidarity of the Republic and the 
security of the nation could both be pursued by hostility to 
clerical policies, at home and abroad. As regards the Army, 
the solidarity of the Republic demanded a policy contrary to 
the security of the nation. France needed a large and powerful 
Army: great military establishments; national conscription; 
and measures w^hich placed a large portion of national wealth 
and national energies at the disposal of the High Command. 
But to do this was to strengthen the very authority which the 
Republicans feared as a power bloc liable to be hostile to 



THE NATIONAL VISION 129 

pariiamentarism, and liable to grow beyond the control of 
parliament. The social connexion between Church, Monar- 
chists and Army leaders has been already described. Ever\’ sou 
spent on increasing France’s military power seemed to streng- 
then the social classes most dangerous to the survival of the 
Republic; yet their power was necessary to the survival of 
France. Nor was it for the Republicans, traditional champions 
of the guerre a outrance against the enemy beyond the Rhine, and 
of national defence by levee en masse^ to withhold any power 
from the nation in arms.^ 

This vital difference between the clerical problem and the 
military problem goes far to explain that watershed in the his- 
tory of the Republic which falls between 1905 and 1914, and 
which has been already described. The clerical problem could 
be solved by simple organization — by separation of Church 
and State (achieved in 1905) and by promotion of the ecole 
unique. The military problem could not be so easily solved; 
for even the cultivation of good Republican generals did not 
prevent the growth of an authoritarian professional caste, 
hostile to parliamentary control by the very nature of its 
technical training and discipline, yet ever more exacting in its 
demands in face of the growing international tension between 
1905 and 1914. It was inevitable, especially after the Dreyfus 
affair, that men of the Left should tend towards anti-militarism 
and pacifism. The support of the great financial and industrial 
oligarchy for the authority to which it owed so many orders and 
so much prosperity, linked Army and oligarchy more closely 
even than altar and throne had been joined in the earlier nine- 
teenth century. The terms ‘Right’ and ‘Left’ came to mean an 
antithesis quite different from their alignment in the first half 
of the Republic’s history. They meant the antithesis between 

^ Gf. A. Siegfried: op. cit., p. 107. ‘Hoche, Marceau, Bonaparte 
lui-meme avaient ete revolutionnaires et republicains, mais les grands 
chefs militaires de la troisi^me Republique etaient royalistes et 
catholiques. II y avait desormais divorce ideologique — mais en France 
quoi de plus grave? — entre I’armee et la Republique, entre la patrie 
elle-meme et la democratic.* For elaboration of this problem and its 
consequences for democracy in France, see below, pp, 152-163. 
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militarism and capitalism on one hand, parliamentarism and 
Socialism on the other. This nevr alignment was to last until the 
nineteen-thirties, when — as will be shotMi later — yet another 
reshuSe of parties took place, splitting both Right and Left 
into the alignment which culminated in Vichy versus Resist- 
ance.^ 

Andre Siegfried dates the spread of Mai*xism and of anti- 
nationalist feeling from the eighteen-nineties: starting \nth the 
young intellectuals, but spreading to all who were dissatisfied 
with the existing social order. A generation of peace and the 
diversion of colonial expansion had damped down the passion 
for revanche^ and militarv' seivdce had become, for the ordinary 
citizen, a burdensome duty which he wanted to see curtailed. 
The last big war-scare had been nearly a decade before, at the 
height of the Boulangist crisis. The Left produced no fiery^ 
nationalist leader to cry that the nation was in danger and the 
frontiers should be manned — that had been Boulanger's cr}% 
and he had been utterly discredited. Gambetta was dead and 
had become vieux jeu for the rising generation. The hey-day of 
Clemenceau in foreign policy was not yet come. The hour be- 
longed to the internationalist and pacifist Left, though the less 
optimistic Delcasse, ever alert against the German threat, was 
at the Quai d'Orsay from 1898 until 1905. Perhaps his very suc- 
cess in frustrating German designs in these years helped to 
breed a false sense of security in France, as the new century^ 
dawned. It is characteristic of French politics in this new cen- 
tury that Clemenceau himself, in his first Ministry of 1906, 
should — despite his fears of Germany — accept reductions in 
the Army’s budget which were imposed on him by party com- 
petition betw^een Radicals and Socialists. - 

The nationalist function of democracy, in the eyes of a Radi- 
cal like Clemenceau, was the systematic reconciliation of indi- 
vidual and group interests so as to produce ‘solidarity’ — solidar- 

^ Cf. Chapter II, pp. 66-71 for the new oligarchy of the Republic 
and Chapter VI on the alignment of forces under Vichy. 

* Cf. A. Siegfried: op. cit., p. 106 ff., and D. Hale\^: op. cit., 
pp. 33-4. Peguy wrote of 1894 — ‘un socialisme jeune homme venait 
de naitre*. 
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ity in the sense in which Ernest Renan used the word when he 
declared that ‘every" nation is a great solidarity’. In his essay^s, 
Sur la Democratiey Clemenceau WTOte: ‘Democracy alone is cap- 
able of making the citizen complete. To it alone belongs the 
magnificent role of reconciling all citizens in a common effort 
of solidarity.’ Years later^ in An Soir de la Pensee, he wrote: ‘All 
social activity is a resolving of forces, an association of interests, 
in which the individual and the group cannot serve one another 
to advantage, cannot prop one another up, except by mutual 
thrust and counter-thrust.’ The philosophy of the Ligue des 
Droits de VHoTnme, which he and others founded in 1888 to com- 
bat Caesarism, could be reconciled wdth the military demands 
of national security" only by such a conception of democracy. 
But the interplay of group and party interests did not, as this 
theory-" assumed, automatically produce that harmony of 
interests in which he believed. The mystique and the politique of 
Republicanism were not so easily reconciled.^ 

One result — or at least one accompaniment — of this tension 
between individualism and etatisme^ pacifism and nationalism, 
has been the prominence of force and violence in the repertoire 
of democratic movements in France. The philosophy of violence 
expounded by Georges Sorel (1847-1 922) may have its immedi- 
ate basis in the Marxist analysis of bourgeois society". Its popu- 
larity among LefMving symdicalist movements in France is 
better explained by its appeal to the peculiar French experi- 
ence of revolutions. Just as, in 1 793, the breakdown of attempts 
to reconcile monarchy and democracy in the form of constitu- 
tionalism ended in the raising of the barricades and disorder : 
or as, in 1 848, the failure of the Orleanist Monarchy led to the 
experiment of the National Workshops and the June Riots; or 
as, in 1871, the collapse of the Liberal Empire produced the 
Paris Commune: so the social and political tension of the early 
nineteen-thirties led to the Paris Riots and demonstrations of 

^ Georges Clemenceau: Sur la Democratie (1930), p. 98; Au Soir 
de la Pensee (2 Vok. 1930), Vol. II, p. 375. On Clemenceau see the 
balanced study by Geoffrey Bruun in the ‘Makers of Modem Europe’ 
Series (Cambridge, Mass. 1943); Jean Martet: Clemenceau (1930); 
L6on Daudet: Clemenceau (1940, English translation). 
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February 1934, and the stay-in strikes during the Popular 
Front Government of 1936. In France democracy, and later 
Socialism, have always been something to fight for, something 
for which recourse to the barricades has become a time-hon- 
oured vindication. This peculiar tradition is alien to British 
ways of thought, for which ‘the rule of law’ is so essential a 
basis of democratic methods and aims that violence is instinc- 
tively distrusted. The experience of organized resistance be- 
tween 1940 and 1944 has deepened this old conviction in 
France. In 1943 a genial Socialist such as Louis Levy could 
write that ‘the regime of the Commune was wholly demo- 
cratic’, and proceed to take his reader on a descriptive tour of 
the French provinces, showing how ‘democratic’ and ‘Re- 
publican’ each has been by recounting its record of active 
resistance and rebellion to successive authorities in French his- 
tory. He assumes throughout that democracy is a faith which 
may demand civil war as much as a war of national defence. 
It involves a temper sharper and more drastic than that fos- 
tered by the parliamentary habits of Britain. To raise the barri- 
cades to defend the Republic in 1848 or the Commune in 1871 
are for him as much proofs of democratic spirit as to have voted 
against Marshal Petain in 1940. 

This permanent factor in French life is closely linked with 
that ‘social strand’ of the revolutionary tradition already de- 
scribed. It is as if, at moments of crisis, this force asserted itself 
in two ways. On one hand, the demand for a more ‘social 
democracy’ comes to the front — ^whether with Babeuf in 1 796, 
Louis Blanc in 1848, Blanqui and the Communards in 1871, 
Marxism in 1934-6, or Resistance in 1945. On the other hand, 
faith in the ‘sovereignty of the people’, in the form of direct 
popular action, became the habitual last sanction against those 
who would cheat the rebels of the fruits of their efforts, or who 
would check the revolution half-way. In practically every French 
revolution the chief gains have gone less to the men who made 
the revolution than to the more moderate elements which con- 
trived to check the drift to anarchy and divert the benefits of 
change in their own direction. Perhaps the main reason is that 
recourse to the barricades is apt to strengthen, not prevent, the 
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drift to Caesarism which all French democrats so greatly fear. 
The power of reaction, of the backwash from the revolutionary 
tide, is usually under-estimated. The dramatic interest of 
France to-day is how far the Fourth Republic can ride both the 
demand for further social reconstruction and the Conservative 
fears aroused by this demand, and so guide France towards 
that more ‘social democracy’ which once again has become the 
favourite slogan of Left-wdng parties and organized resistance 
movements.^ 

To sum up. The operative ideals of democracy which have 
sustained democratic government throughout the Third Re- 
public may be said to have both a negative and a positive 
aspect. The negadve side — according to which democracy 
means suspicion, distrust, w-atchfulness, resistance, hostility to 
all government how’ever democratic in origin — is closely con- 
nected with the intense individualism of the French people. It 
produced the hierarchy of checks w'hich was favoured by the 
Republic — the Deputy checking the Minister, the constituent 
checking the Deputy, elected councils checking the Prefect and 
the Mayor, and so on. It meant the disparagement of all 
politics, such as is found intellectually in a Peguy or an ‘Alain’, 
and practically in the cynicism shown towards all politicians 
and political parties by the average French elector. 

The positive side — according to which democracy means 
independence and self-help, the readiness of the citizen armed 
to defend the nation, the Republic and himself by recourse to 
violence when necessary — springs from very similar national 
characteristics. Intellectually it takes the form of restless, in- 
cessant demand that the ‘revolutionary tradition’ be carried 
out to its logically complete conclusion, with the effective 
establishment of liberty, equality, fraternity, sovereignty of the 
people, and the addition of social and economic democracy to 
political democracy. Practically it merges into the demand for 
real national security and abolition of class privileges or olig- 
archic power, 

^ Cf. Louis Levy: France is a Democracy (1943). For present-day 
demands for a more ‘social democracy’ see below. Chapter VI and 
Appendix II. 
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Both sides are essential in the ‘national vision’ of France. 
From their interpenetration derive the French distrust of 
racialism, Caesarism, Fascism: the French devotion to the 
values of human freedom, dignity, reason: the French concep- 
tion of nationalism, imperialism, internationalism, and of 
civilization itself The working of democracy in France can best 
be illuminated by a more close-up view of the impact between 
these operative ideas and ideals and actual conditions during 
the Third Republic. The four crucial issues were the problem 
of the Church, the problem of national security, the problem 
of overseas expansion and the problem of industrialism. The 
fourth of these will be reserved for special consideration (Chap- 
ter V) . The other three will be considered forthwith. But first 
it is important to indicate the quite new circumstances which 
confronted the Third Republic from the day of its birth. All 
four issues were prominent in French politics because of condi- 
tions which were not peculiar to France. They w^ere issues 
raised by a revolution in the whole balance of power, wealth 
and population in Europe, a revolution which was in its critical 
and decisive stage in 1870, when the Republic began to raise 
its head. 

The New Europe of i8yo 

The dramatic events of 1870-1 heralded a new Papal policy: 
a united Germany and a united Italy: a new era of overseas 
expansion: and a new era of industrialization in Europe. They 
meant that France was confronted with four sets of conditions 
which she had never had to face before. They raised problems 
peculiar to the Third Republic, and little known to previous 
regimes. In emphasizing the historical continuity of political, 
national and social forces in France, it is also necessary to 
emphasize the sudden jerk which such forces were given by 
these events. Democracy in France may not, in future, be con- 
fronted with similar conditions. All may well be, both in origin 
and duration, in prominence and intensity, peculiar to democ- 
racy as it worked under the Third Republic. Yet they are vital 
to understanding of how that democracy worked and evolved. 
They demanded nothing less than a fundamental re-thinking 
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and restatement of France’s ecclesiastical, foreign, colonial and 
domestic policy. If any system of government is to be judged by 
its powers of adjustment and adaptability, and any ideal by its 
power to be perpetually restated in terms of the practical 
problems which confront it, then here are the four criteria of 
both the democratic instrument and the democratic ideal in 
France. 

All four, it should be noted, involve a conflict between a 
democratic order in politics and a hierarchical organization. 
As Lord Lindsay has said; ‘The organs of power in a demo- 
cratic State are not and cannot well be themselves democrati- 
cally organized.’ The hierarchical, authoritarian organiza- 
tions of Catholic Church, foreign policy and armed services, 
colonial administration, and large-scale industr>% almost 
simultaneously raised this one great fundamental conflict. 
French democrats had to make such strenuous exertions to 
resolve the first three of these conflicts during the first half of 
the Republic’s history" that the further labours of adjustment 
and adaptation which confronted them after 1918 proved in- 
superable. The old half-won battles left Frenchmen so deeply 
divided that the springs of fresh energy, needed to undertake 
still more profound political and social overhaul, ran dry. 

The revival of ultramontanism which grew out of the great 
Vatican Council of 1870 raised the first of these problems. The 
Pope, Pius IX, summoned the Council because he wanted a 
formal declaration of papal infallibility. Representatives were 
chosen for their support of ultramontanism, and the procedure 
of the Council was controlled to give the desired result. Be- 
cause the dominant school of Catholic thought in France and 
Germany was not ultramontane, the most eminent representa- 
tives of these countries were ignored. The declaration of papal 
infallibility, which duly issued from the Council two months 
before Italian troops entered Rome and ended the temporal 
power of the papacy, tightened and centralized the structure of 
the Catholic Church. It hardened the conflict between papal 
absolutism in doctrine and allGallican, Liberal or Republican 
opinion. The inevitable result was the conflict between Church 
and State which straightway developed in Italy, Germany and 
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France: and ^vas only very partially healed by the great social 
Encyclicals of Pope Leo XIII in the eighteen-eighties.^ 

Because of the peculiar condition already described, the 
Cathodes had a majority in the National Assembly of 1871. 
Their best policy was obviously to be moderate and to avoid 
internal divisions and any irritation of moderate opinion. But 
the new spirit of the Church militant made this impossible. 
It was even urged that, with German troops still on French 
soil, French soldiers be sent to help the papacy against the new 
Liberal kingdom of Italy. The Monarchist intransigence of 
Ghambord had its counterpart in the ecclesiastical intransi- 
gence of the most ardent Ultramontanists.^ 

Secondly, the years 1870-1 saw the unification of France’s 
eastern neighbours into the two great nation States of Germany 
and Italy. Until then these lands w^ere split into some fifty— 
latterly a dozen— small states, each tending to raise its owm 
tariff barriers, cherish its own ‘State sovereignty’, and keep 
up its own separate army. The population, economic resources, 
industrial potential and administration of this w^hole area of 
central Europe had until 1870 been splintered up; and to 
manipulate the balance of powder between them had been easy 
for a strong, centralized and organic state such as France. But 
no\v there appeared on her flank tw^o vigorous new kingdoms, 
stiU flushed with victory and success, each under a single 
popular national government eager to harness its wealth, man- 
powder and unified administration in the cause of national in- 
dependence and expansion. The centre of gravity of powder 
shifted eastwards— away from France and Britain; and old 
generalizations about the position of France in Europe, her 
security and defence, were no longer true. Principles of French 
foreign policy wdhich had been valid guides before 1870 were 
out of date, nowd that she had been defeated decisively at the 
very moment when these new Powders arose. Diplomacy in 
western and central Europe had hinged upon a London-Paris 

1 Gf. E. L. Woodward: Three Studies in European Conservatism, III; 
M. Oakeshott: Socid and Politied Doctrines of Contemporary Europe (1939 ) , 
Section II; E. Lecanuet: op. cit., passim, 

“ Cf. above, Chapter II. Lecanuet: op, cit., Chapters IV and V. 
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axis — even when London and Paris had been at war. Now 
there emerged the shadow of a Rome-Berlin axis — ^vhich took 
concrete form when Italy joined the German-Austrian alliance 
in 1 882, and still more concrete form in 1 936, when Nazi Ger- 
many and Fascist Italy joined hands. Here was a profound 
revolution in the problem of security^ w'hich haunted the whole 
histoiy of the Third Republic.^ 

Thirdly, there appeared more slowly, but equally relent- 
lessly, a new problem for France which was closely connected 
with her international position: the problem of overseas 
colonies. By the second decade of the Republic's history this 
issue had been pushed to the forefront of politics. Italy, as a new 
naval power in the Mediterranean, was seeking colonial pos- 
sessions on its southern shores. France had already acquired 
control of the stretch of North African coast-line nearest to her- 
self— Algeria. The problem which faced her was whether she 
should enter freely into the growing race for overseas posses- 
sions, upon which future international prestige and even 
national prosperity seemed likely to depend: or whether she 
should concentrate on preserving her militar)^ strength as a 
continental power and avoid overseas exploits which might 
embroil her with maritime powers already better placed, and 
add them to the list of possible German allies. Her own pre- 
vious colonial experience, and the anti-colonial policy of Bis- 
marck, equally urged caution: but the menace of an expand- 
ing Italy and the problems of French national security in the 
Mediterranean w^ere pow^erful arguments in favour of staking 
out colonial claims in North Afnca, at least. Here w'as a dis- 
turbing, perplexing issue, which still further divided French 
opinion, and often cut across other existing divisions of opinion. 
The answer of France was always ambiguous, and was pro- 
vided in the end less by popular decision than by the private 
enterprise of a few enthusiasts who presented French democ- 
racy with a series fails accomplish 

^ Cf. David Thomson: French Foreign Policy (1944), and below, 
Chapter V, pp. 200-10. 

* Cf. D. W. Brogan: The Development of Modem France (1940) 
Book V. 
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Finally, as has already been suggested, Republican France 
was embarked upon a decisive stage of industrialization — an 
economic revolution, which proceeded slower in France, and 
went less far, than in Germany or Great Britain.^ The full 
internal social effects of this revolution were not to be felt in 
France until the twentieth century. But, from the first, indus- 
trialism was affecting the balance of population both inside 
France herself, and between France and her great neighbours: 
the war potential of France in relation to her possible allies and 
enemies: her whole capacity for national independence and 
self-defence. War was becoming dependent on large resources 
of man-power and on heavy industry. In neither was France 
favourably placed. In 1815 she had still been the largest of all 
the great European Powers in population, with some 30 million 
as compared with 1 3 million in Great Britain, 1 1 million in 
Prussia, and 26 million in the Habsburg Empire. By 1870-, this 
superiority had gone. Great Britain had doubled her popula- 
tion: united Germany numbered 41 million: but there were still 
only 36 million Frenchmen in the world. Industrially, France 
had lost her rich provinces of Alsace and Lorraine, and they 
had been added to German industrial power.. Her defeat in the 
Franco-Prussian War, partly due to superior German military 
technique and equipment, such as the new needle-gun, left her 
painfully conscious of her shortcomings. She was compelled to 
perform prodigies of reconstruction and rearmament during 
the eighteen-seventies before she could even hope to hold her 
own. 

In these various ways the new France found herself in a new 
Europe. The course of her development was the result of inter- 
action between new France and new Europe. Foreign affairs 
had constant repercussions on domestic affairs. Democracy had 
to be restated and remodelled in a quite rigid framework of 
given circumstances over which France had little control. The 
ideas of the revolutionary tradition were fermenting in new and 
unpredictable conditions, and it was more than usually diffi- 
cult to avoid conducting political debate and national policy 
in unreal and out-of-date terms. It is of great importance that 

1 a. Chapter II, p. 45. 
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the four new conditions described could not, in the nature of 
things, present themselves to France as distinct and separate 
problems. The ‘Roman Question’, the colonial question, the 
problems of industrializadon were all issues of foreign policy: 
the problem of population affected colonialism and industry 
and military strength: Church and Army were bodies vitally 
connected with both foreign and colonial policy. The complex- 
ity and perplexity of democratic ideas and institutions in 
modern France are not entirely due to revolutionary traditions 
and idios'^ncrasies of national outlook: they are inherent in the 
whole intricate network of modern international affairs in 
western Europe. 


The Church 

The renunciation and condemnation by the papacy of all 
forces of Liberalism, Republicanism and tolerance in the 
modern world, and the alliance of so many French Catholics 
•v^ith monarchy, predetermined a clash between clericals and 
anti-clericals during the Third Republic. But the twist which 
that clash gave to democratic ideas and government is the only 
aspect which concerns the present argument. Had the breach 
of 1 790 been healed by 1890, democracy in France would have 
been very different. The passions of anti-clericalism which so 
dominated French politics during the first generation of the 
Republic left an acerbity, a cleavage and an intolerance which 
distinguish French democracy from British, American, Swiss 
or Scandinavian. It was also the operative force in the first real 
triumph of the Republican parties in 1877-9. 

In March 1 877 the French bishops, profoundly influenced by 
the new ultramontanism, petitioned the Government of France 
under the Presidency of Marshal Macmahon ‘to do all they could 
to secure respect for the independence of the Holy Father and 
his government’. This petition was interpreted as agitation for 
French policy to undertake restoration of the temporal power 
of the Pope, and meant, if so, war with Italy. French foreign 
policy, beset by Bismarck’s schemes to isolate the Republic and 
keep France without allies in Europe, was anxious for friend* 
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ship with Italy, and was then in process of negotiating a com- 
mercial treaty with her. The attempt to forbid the circulation 
of the bishops' appeal provoked violent debates in coimtry and 
parliament, and from Gambetta the famous cry: 'Clericalism 
-—there is the enemy!’ The Chamber moved that the Govern- 
^ment should 'use its legal pow^ers for the suppression of the anti- 
patriotic agitation of the ultramontane parties, whose in- 
creasing activities might become a danger to the internal 
and external security of the State’. WTiat were these legal 
powders? ^ 

They were the law's of the Civil Code governing all associa- 
tions. Napoleon’s Concordat of 1802 had legalized the rights 
and powders of only the secular clergv'. Monastic orders, con- 
vents, and religious congregations were on a par with any other 
association within the State, and therefore could not exist 
legally without formal and official authorization. Napoleon 
had authorized only a few missionary and philanthropic orders, 
but many others had been tacitly allowed to exist during the 
monarchies and the Second Empire. Many were engaged in 
teaching, and Church schools had been recognized by the 
Falloux Law of 1850. But the orders themselves existed illegally 
and only on sufferance. 

In 1880 all unauthorized congregations were instructed to 
apply for formal authorization within three months. During 
the next two years some 300 congregations w'ere thus forced to 
dissolve, although Carthusians and Trappists were allowed to 
remain. The Church schools also remained, and the programme 
for replacing them by free primary schools in each Commune 
was an eventual, long-range project launched in 1882. In this 
position of stalemate, with the Republic secured against the 
spread of clerical power, many moderates would have been 
content to remain. But the doctrinaire and extremist temper of 
French Radicalism gained the day, in the sense of perpetuating 
the clerical controversy and splitting Moderates from Radicals. 
It continued, despite the conciliatory gesture of Pope Leo XIII 
in 1892, who declared that the Church was ‘not opposed to any 
particular form of government’, and so gave rise to a group of 

^ Cf. G. Hanotaux: op. cit., Vol. Ill, Chapter IX. 
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Catholic Republicans, accepting reconciliation with parlia- 
mentary democracy A 

One aspect of the Dreyfus affair was the culmination of this 
conflict in its most bitter form. The fact that Dre^s^ was a 
Jew, and that his condemnation led to a wider drive by the 
authoritarian militarists and clericals to exclude^ not merely 
but Protestants and Republicans from positions of mili- 
tary and administrative power, raised the issue in dramatic 
form. It was a clash of rival absolutisms— a challenge of in- 
tolerance which bred an equally severe intolerance amongst 
the Radicals and Freemasons, the anti-Glericals and Socialists. 
Democracy had clearly to be a social and political order based 
on common citizenship and civilian rights within the Republic: 
or else it would be replaced by an authoritarian, hierarchic 
order, dominated by Church and privfleged ruling classes in 
the Army and civU service. French logic interpreted the con- 
flict in these clear terms, and the battle began. 

That the political issue should become a pitched battle be- 
tween Church and State was not inevitable, but was the con- 
sequence of extremists like ^laurras on one side and Comb^ on 
the other. Movements of reconciliation existed on both sides. 
The Pope himself was not anxious for an open breach, and 
distrusted the mixture of ultra-Catholicism with paganism in 
the Action f ran faise. The movements originated by Albert de 
Mun and Marc Sangnier stood for reconciliation, and even in 
1902 Sangnier held that ‘Catholicism contains the moral and 
religious forces which democracy needs’. As one French writer 
has apdy suggested, ‘The social shock of the affair determined 
two movements; one to win over modern democracy, the 
other to dominate it. The former leads to Marc Sangmer, the 
latter to Maurras.’ By social activity, charitable works and 
mutual aid the former hoped to find reconciliation between 
Church and democracy. They might wrell have succeeded, and 
they w^ere in time with the Papal Encyclical Rerum Novarum of 

1 On the whole development, see J. E. G. Bodley: Th£ Chur^ in 
France (1906), where the texts are conveniently printed of the Con- 
cordat of 1802, the Associations Law of 1901, and the Separation Law 
of 1905. 
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1891. But they were frustrated by the absolutist doctrines of 
political reaction and poKtical extremism. In July 1904 France 
broke off diplomatic relations with the Vatican. In December 
1905 the law separating Church and State was passed by the 
Bloc des Gauches^ led by Emile Combes, and disestablishment and 
expropriation were pushed through with a brusqe thoroughness 
producing lasting bitterness.^ 

Between 1905 and 1925, 'the majority of the men who be- 
came French bishops came from schools, circles and social 
spheres where the political outlook of the Action frangaise pre- 
vailed’. When, in 1926, the papacy finally broke with its costly 
and burdensome supporter, placed its paper on the Index and 
publicly condemned the movement itself, its former sympa- 
thizers tended to turn to the still more scurrilous journals, such 
as Gringoire and Candide, and violent movements such as the 
Croix de Feu and the Camelots du Roi. There is, in short, a direct 
link between the bitterness of the Dre\ffus affair and the feuds of 
the inter-war years which helped to kill the Republic in 1 940, 
although anti-clericalism sank into the background of political 
issues after 1918.^ 

One reason for this persistence of \iolent pro-Catholic 
political movements long after the clericalist issue itself was 
substantially settled lies in the effects of separation on the 
Church in France. As Mr. J. E. G. Bodley pointed out in 1 906, 
the separation meant two things. The abrogation of the Con- 
cordat of I 8oq was ffhe first serious breach made in the adminis- 
trative fabric constructed by Napoleon’. And separation, 
though the work of clericals, was ‘an Ultramontane Act. For 
the first time since the French people became a nation, the Pope 
is the absolute master of the Bishops and Clergy of France. 
Gallicanism, long declining, has received its death-blow’. Ear- 
lier in the nineteenth century ultramontane writers such as 
Lamennais had urged disestablishment to free the Church 
from State control. It now had that effect, and the Pope could 
appoint bishops, and bishops parish clergy, without the need 

^ Cf. Pierre Frederix: op. cit., p. 136 ff. 

Cf. Yves Simon: La Grande Crise de la Ripublique Frangaise (1941), 
Chapters III and IV. 



THE NATIONAL VISION 143 

for governmental confirmation previously required by Articles 
5 and I o of the Concordat. Carried through in different circum- 
stances, the separation would have had a healing effect — like a 
skilful amputation. But the amputation was not skilful. Combes 
and his disciples carried out the Associations Law of 1901 with 
more rigour than had been intended, refusing nearly all appK- 
cations for authorization. And after the diplomatic breach with 
the Vatican in 1904, separation included ruthless measures of 
expropriation of Church buildings and property by lay bodies. 
Church and State were tom apart, not neatly separated: and 
political bitterness was fed with new fuel.^ 

Another reason for the perpetuation of anti-clericalism 
throughout the history of the Republic was the controversy 
over control of education: a controversy which did much to 
mould the spirit and substance of education in France. The 
long stmggle between Church and State hardened the outlook 
and creed of both, and reinforced the natural tendency of 
both to regard a national system of education as a means of 
spreading and inculcating certain positive beliefs. Condorcet, 
during the French Revolution, and Napoleon after him, elabo- 
rated schemes for a national system of schools in every Com- 
mune which should form the basis of a pyramid of instruction 
with the universities and the Ministry of Public Instruction at 
its apex. Neither completed the pyramid. Condorcet swept 
away more than he replaced, and Napoleon concentrated on 
the levels of higher education. In 1808, Napoleon founded the 
‘University of France’, on the principle that ‘as long as chil- 
dren are not taught whether they ought to be Republican or 
Monarchist, Catholic or irreligious, the State will not form a 
Nation’. He based education on principles which one historian 
has called the ‘principles of political hygiene’. France was 
divided into seventeen Academies^ or academic regions, each 
with a university at its head whose rector would be responsible 
for all public instruction within the region. In his wide field of 
jurisdiction and his direct responsibility to the central govern- 
ment he was the academic counterpart to the Prefect. The 
framework has lasted until to-day. But it was the task of the 
^ Cf. Bodley: op. cit., p. 3 ff. 
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Third Republic to complete the base of the pyramid which all 
previous regimes had left incomplete. 

The Republic inherited a dual system of Church schools and 
State schools which had been permitted by Napoleon and the 
restored Bourbons, confirmed by the Second Republic in the 
Loi Falloux of 1 850, and perpetuated by the Second Empire. A 
series of laws in the eighteen-eighties were passed largely under 
the inspiration of the anti-clericalists led by Jules Ferry, who 
was Ivlinister of Public Instruction several times between 1879 
and 1885. The result was, for the first time in French history, a 
real national network of free, compulsory, primary, secular 
schools. Many Tree schools’ run by the Churches survived, 
though under State inspection and limited supervision, and 
the number of children attending them steadily declined be- 
tween 1885 and 1940. In 1886 there were 1,919,134 children 
in Church primary schools as against 3,598,007 in the State 
primary schools. By 1925 there were only 767,000 as against 
3,061,000, so that the ratio dropped from about a third to about 
a fifth of the total A 

The laws of the Republic were also responsible for making 
primary education in France remarkably uniform in purport, 
syllabus, and even time-table. The ‘higher primaries’, for chil- 
dren between the ages of thirteen and sixteen, continued this 
uniformity. The State lycees and colleges, providing education 
which ran parallel to and beyond the ‘higher primaries’, 
charged fees but were subsidized and supervised by the State. 
At every level immense emphasis was put on French language 
and culture, French history and geography, French national 
traditions and citizenship. The guiding principle was that a 
positive set of beliefs and moral values had to be impressed 
upon each new generation. The State teachers’ training col- 
leges — the ecoles mrmales — ^provided the necessary staff of Ifighly 
indoctrinated teachers, drilled in anti-clerical sentiments and 
barred by the syllabus from providing any religious instruc- 
tion. The result was an army of Radical and Socialist sympa- 

^ Cf. C. Richard: U Enseigmment en France (1925); Carlton J. H. 
Hayes: a Nation of Patriots (1930), Chapter III, where many 

interesting statistics are given. 
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thizers — iay missionaries — dispersed in strong strategic posi- 
tions in every Commune, whether village or township, through- 
out France.^ 

The national vision of democracy might be abundandy 
illustrated, in this particular facet, from the speeches, writings 
and official instructions of the leading organizers of French 
education. A few must suffice. Jules Ferry, in a circular letter 
to the primary teachers explaining the meaning of the law of 
1882 which required moral and civic teaching, emphasized the 
role of the teacher as ‘a natural aid to moral and social pro- 
gress'. His task was ‘to prepare a generation of good citizens for 
our country’. He must teach ‘those simple rules of moral con- 
duct which are not less universally accepted than the rules of 
language or of arithmetic’. Ferr^^’s official programme of moral 
education for children between eleven and thirteen includes 
the following significant section on society. 

1. The family: duties of parents and children; reciprocal duties of 
masters and servants; the family spirit. 

2. Society: necessity and benefits of societ>\ Justice, the condition 
of all society. Solidarity and human brotherhood. Alcoholism destroys 
these sentiments little by little by destroying the mainspring of will 
and of personal responsibility. 

Application and development of the idea of justice: respect for 
human life and liberty; respect for property: respect for the pledged 
word; respect for the honour and reputation of others. Probity, 
equity, loyalty, delicacy. Respect for the opinions and beliefs held by 
others. 

Applications and development of the idea of love or brotherhood. 
Its varying degrees; duties of benevolence, gratitude, tolerance, 
mercy, etc. Self-sacrifice, the highest form of love; show that it can 
find a place in everyday life. 

^ Gf. the valuable anthology of French theories of education in 
F. Buisson and E. E. Farrington: French Educational Ideals of To-day 
(1920), from which the quotations which follow are taken. The pTir- 
port of French education is admirably illustrated by the ‘Digest of 
typical textbooks in French schools for instruction in History, Morals 
and Civics, Geography and Reading’ in Carlton J. H. Hayes: op. cit., 
Appendix A. Also V Oeuvre de la Troisieme Ripuhlique (1945), Fart 
III. 
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3. The fatherland: what a man owes to his country: obedience to 
law, military service, discipline, devotion, fidelity to tlie flag. Taxes 
(condemnation of fraud towards the State). The ballot: a moral 
obligation, which should be free, conscientious, disinterested, en- 
lightened. Rights which correspond to these duties: personal freedom, 
liberty of conscience, freedom of contract and the right to work, 
light to organize. Guarantee of the security of life and property to 
all. National sovereignty. Explanation of the motto of the Republic: 
Liberty', Equality, Fraternity. 

This blend of Christian ethics without Christian religion or 
faith, nationalist principles and middle-class virtues, was the 
creed inculcated by one of the most highly centralized educa- 
tional machines in the modern world. They were the ideals 
which infused French thought, if not always French practice, 
in the twentieth century. 

Octave Greard, Ferry’s right-hand man whom he called The 
first schoolmaster of France’, instructed teachers that Tn his- 
tory we must emphasize only the essential features of the de- 
velopment of French nationality, seeking this less in a succes- 
sion of deeds of war than in the methodical development of 
institutions, and in the progress of social ideas: in a word, we 
must make of France what Pascal called humanity, a great 
being which exists for ever’. Nationalism was, indeed, more 
successfully inculcated than democracy by French education — 
perhaps because it is more easily propagated and assimilated. 

Jaures, himself a product of the kole normale and a university 
teacher at Toulouse, likewise believed that ‘moral instruction 
should be the first thought of our teachers’, and held that to 
awaken the spirit of justice, inquiry and social solidarity 
through education would inevitably promote the coming of a 
Socialist commonw-ealth. But in sharp contrast to the somewhat 
optimistic expectations of the ardent educationists, here is the 
verdict of Clemenceau, in 1 894, on the excessive narrowness 
and unimaginative outlook w^hich tended to infuse much 
pidmary education. 

When I read the history of these wretched teachers, alternately 
scolded by the prefect for their indifference, rew'arded by the deputy 
they have serv'ed, and reviled and disgraced by whomever they have 
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opposed, it has seemed to me that the unfortunate schoolmaster is 
truly the most pitiable victim of our glorious Republic. ... In futile 
efforts the pitiful ambassador of the Republic to the inhabitants of the 
rural districts consumes his time and his strength. The parents are 
inaccessible to him; the country squires are his enemies. With the 
priest there is latent hostility; with the Catholic schools there is open 
war. The latter have at their disposal greater resources than the 
teacher. They steal his pupils. They crush him in a hundred ways, 
sometimes with the connivance of the mayor, usually with the co- 
operation of the big influences in the Commune. The government, 
which should defend him but wdiich often abandons him, is far away. 
The Church, w^hich persecutes him, is very close at hand. A law’ eats 
into his miserable salary on the pretext of increasing it subsequently. 
To-day’s deputy defends him; to-morrow’s sacrifices him. He is spied 
upon, hoimded, denounced. One word too many, and he is lost. 


Whatever the lot of the school teachers, w’hich varied greatly 
from district to district and which improved considerably in 
the twentieth century, their accumulative influence on demo- 
cratic spirit was enormous. The army of teachers — some 
125,000 strong — formed the most powerful Left-w^ing cadre in 
the ranks of the fonctionnaires. 

National Security 

Military defeat, invasion and occupation of the northern 
provinces, the loss of Alsace and Lorraine, and the exaction of 
an inde mnity of five thousand million (five milliard) francs as 
well as the costs of German occupation, all brought home very 
vividly to every Frenchman the new danger on France’s north- 
eastern firontier. By mobilizing national spirit at home and 
national credit abroad, Thiers managed to pay off the in- 
demnity in full by 1873; and by persuading Bismarck in 1872 
to link instalments of payment with instalments of evacuation, 
he got the last German troops off French soil by September 
1873. Already France had begun to overhaul her mihtary 
machine. 

Military service for five years for all men between twenty and 
forty was made compulsory by Thiers’s law of 1872. Evasion of 
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personal service, common under the Second Empire, was made 
much more difficult. Technical weapons and fortifications 
were vastly improved. Credits of 500 million francs for the 
improvement of national defence w^ere readily voted annually 
by the National Assembly, and after it by the Chamber. France 
threw herself into a frenzy of military preparation. But was it 
only for national defence? Was it not rather for a war of 
revanche^ a vast national reprisal on the traditional enemy be- 
yond the Rhine, recently grown so monstrous and threatening? 
Both answers were freely given. And the efforts of Bismarck to 
keep France wdthout allies, and incidents such as the great war 
scare of 1875 which inflamed opinion just when the Republic 
itself was being constitutionally defined, seemed to betoken 
another Franco-German struggle within a few years.^ 

Again, the present argument is concerned only with the 
effects of this constant, looming shadow of war on the working 
of democratic institutions, and the shaping of democratic ideas, 
in the Third Republic. Its first effect was clearly to rally oppos- 
ing parties and classes, and to compel them to work together 
by reason of a common external pressure and a clear national 
danger. The Right-wing parties were ultra-nationalist. Men 
like Maurice Barres and Charles Maurras were violently anti- 
German, and a common argument against parliamentary 
government was that it weakened France, obstructed real 
national unity, and made France (as Bismarck himself hoped) 
something of a pariah nation among the respectable dynastic 
monarchies of Europe. So, too, were the Left-wing parties 
ultra-nationalist. Gambetta’s record of waging la guerre a ou^ 
trance in 1870, and the enthusiasm of Republicans of every 

1 Cf, G. Hanotaux: op. cit., Vol. I, Chapters VI, VIII, IX; 
G. Bouniols: Thiers au Pouvoir (1921), pp. 157, 171; A. Thiers: J^otes et 
Souvenirs (1903), p. 275 ff. Thiers in public and in private repudiated 
the idea of revanche^ saying: *We are not thinking of revanche, as our 
enemies are wickedly asserting; we only want France to resume her 
place in the world.* 

On the war-scare of 1875, see G. Hanotaux: op, cit., Vol. Ill, 
Chapter IV, and the documents in E. T. S. Dugdale: German Diplo- 
matic Documents, i8yi-igj4 (1928), Vol. I, Chapter I. 
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shade for military reorganization, provided all parties with a 
basis of agreement. There was at first no pacifism on the Left, 
though there might be rather more thunder on the Right. 

The chief thunder from the Right came in the decades 
1 890- 1910 from Maurice Barres, whose main novels appeared in 
these years. And his spell was exercised over men of ail parties 
and affiliations, rehabilitating their patriotism and nationalist 
spirit. It was the spell of a new synthesis in which individual- 
ism merged into, and found its finest expression in, national- 
ism. Intellectually and culturally, Barrhisme was the reflection 
of the common danger threatening all Frenchmen. The reflec- 
tion was found, characteristically, in a man from Lorraine.^ 

The Ligue de la Patrie frangaise^ which Barres and kindred 
spirits founded in 1899 to resist the anti-nationalistic tenden- 
cies of the Dreyfusards, gave place in 19012 to the more positive 
political movement of Maurras, the Action frangaise. Its exclu- 
siveness and factiousness register the disruption caused by the 
Dreyfus affair. Some men of the Left were now impelled, by 
sheer repulsion, into pacifism, in the sense of seeking a means 
of conciliation with Germany and abandonment of the notion 
oi revanche. Such a man was Jules Ferry. He was leader of the 
Radical and anti-clerical movement for the ‘laicizing’ and Re- 
publicanizing of education in the eighte&i-eighties, and the 
champion of colonial expansion as a deliberately chosen alter- 
native to the vendetta with Germany. Others such as Glemen- 
ceau, and the men of Lorraine such as Raymond Poincar6, re- 
fused to renounce preparation for revenge. The result was a new 
disorientation of French groups and parties over issues of for- 
eign policy and national defence, and the break-up of the orig- 
inal national concord about foreign affairs. In face of the resur- 
gent danger, in the years before 1914, a new apostle appealing 
to the patriotism of all parties was to appear in Charles Pdguy 

^ The Left — ^led by Gambetta — expressly repudiated pacifism 
or cosmopolitanism, and Gambetta accepted the principle of uni- 
versal conscription for military service {LettreSy Nos. 54, 126, 127)* 
On Maurice Barr^ see Henri-L. Mi^ville: La Pensie de Maurice 
Barr is (1934), and of the novels of Barrte see especially Les Diracinis 

(1897). 
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—corresponding on the Left to Barr^s on the Right. But that 
voice died in 19145 and the appeal to pure patriotism above 
party divisions was not to be heard again, in such clarion tones, 
until the third resm-gence of the German danger in 1940. But 
Charles de Gaulle had to make his appeal after defeat, and 
four years were to pass before the idea took concrete form in an 
all-party Provisional CJovernment actually ruling France and 
her Empire. 

The second half of this evolution, and the connexion be- 
tween French democracy and problems of national security 
after 1918, will be more aptly considered later (Chapter V). 
Suffice now to note the weakening of the impulse to demo- 
cratic unity in face^of national danger. True, the main divi- 
sions of opinion in France w^ere concerned less with whether or 
not France must defend herself in Europe against new dan- 
gers, than with the precise degree of persistence with which 
national grievances against Germany should be nursed. Dis- 
pute was only about how far they should dominate French 
foreign policy. There was, during the late nineteenth century, 
little absolute pacifism even on the Left. The policy of colonial 
expansion could be justified as much on grounds that it opened 
up new reservoirs of man-power for recruitment into the 
French armies in Europe, new naval bases and new sources of 
raw materials for use in a future war, as on grounds of seeking 
reconciliation with Germany. Pacifism crept into the outlook 
of the Left only in the form of internationalism and the Inter- 
nationals: in emphasis on the union of workers of all countries 
to prevent imperialist wars, rather than on any conscientious 
refusal to fight under any circumstances. Pacifism too, when it 
came, was a political and social conception, rather than a 
moral and religious doctrine. This became evident when the 
final challenge came in 1914. French Socialists voted for war- 
credits, and men like Peguy died bravely in the field, fighting 
for nothing else than the defence of their own country. Com- 
munism alone opposed the war absolutely: but it mattered 
little in French politics until after the war. 

Just as social or economic crises at home were met politi- 
cally by the forming of particularly large coalitions — the Bloc 
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des Gauches in the Dreyfus crisis, the Bloc national of 1919, the 
Cartel des Gauches of 1924, the Union nationals of 1926, or the 
Front populaire of 1 936— so the international crisis which threat- 
ened national security was met by a so-called union sacree, or 
all-party coalition. The Bordeaux Pact between Thiers and the 
National Assembly in 1871 was virtually such a union, though 
Thiers chose his ministers only from the moderate men of the 
Centre parties. Like Gambetta in 1870, the Government ap- 
pealed to French patriotism in all classes and parties, yet kept 
its own political principles and drew its personnel from only a 
few groups. This is one form of union sacree — a general rallying to 
support a broadly acceptable government, and calling a truce 
to active attempts to overthrow the Government. In 1914, a 
similar movement took place. The Socialists agreed not to 
exploit the murder of Jaures and the Right agreed not to con- 
spire against the civil government of the Republic. It was 
agreement ‘not to shoot the pianist’. 

But now there began a drive for a broad-based, comprehen- 
sive ministry as well, ranging from symbolic figures of the Left, 
like Sembat, to equally symbolic figures of the Right, like 
Denys Cochin. A halt was called to pressure against clerical- 
ists and anti-militarists like Laval. This second conception of 
union sacree — all-party union within the government itself— was 
frequendy appealed to in later years, though never substanti- 
ally repeated until the Provisional Government of 1944. Thus, 
in 1 936, the cry was raised for a government ‘from Louis Marin 
to Leon Blum’, and in 1 938 ‘from Reynaud to Thorez’ — that is, 
excluding only the extreme Right. Again in 1944 demands 
were made for a government ‘from Louis Marin to Marcel 
Cachin’ (i.e. from Conservatives to Communists). The inclu- 
sion of two Communists in the Provisional Government, which 
also included not only Marin but Radicals, Christian Demo- 
crats, Socialists and resisters of ail shades of opinion, was just 
such a union: although complaints were made that Commun- 
ists and resisters were inadequately represented. 

But, as Professor Brogan has pointed out, the alleged lessons 
of history concerning unions sacrees have usually been exagger- 
ated. That of 1914 was short-lived, and the Clemenceau gov- 
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eminent of 1 91 7-1 9 'excluded many leading Left-wing leaders 
like Albert Thomas and Briand; it prosecuted or persecuted 
Left-wing leaders like Caillaux and Malvy ; and its chief did not 
recant his strong anti-clerical views and prejudices'. After the 
outbreak of the Russian Revolution, and even before, many 
issues were raised which divided parties: financial policy, trade 
union policy, and even the bias of foreign policy. Nor was any 
real attempt made in 1939 to form a government of union sacree 
in either sense. Communist Deputies w’ere expelled and im- 
prisoned by Daladier. The subsequent reshuffles showed how 
many forces had not found expression in the early war minis- 
tries. In short, the French political system made possible just as 
much unity, but no more unity, than existed in French opinion. 
The parliamentary regime did nothing to give a bias towards 
greater solidarity or unity than w^as already provided by French 
nationalist sentiment.^ 

The greatest force driving a w^edge between parties on the 
issue of national defence measures was Republican fear of 
Caesarism. Conscription laws which placed French manhood 
at the disposal of the General Staff for a total of twenty years 
during times of emergency, when that General Staff was so 
closely connected with clericalism and Monarchism by sym- 
pathy, family, and professional training, could never be re- 
garded with equanimity by good Republicans. The obvious 
remedy was to Republicanize the military command. But 
efforts to do this never succeeded — and indeed the greatest of 
them precipitated the worst military-political crisis which the 
Republic had to face until the supreme crisis of Dreyfus. It was 
fear of Caesarism w^hich produced the most sensational at- 
tempt at Caesarism — ^Boulangism. The circumstances of the 
dramatic rise and fall of General Boulanger show clearly the 
dilemma of the Republicans. ^ 

In January 1886 Boulanger became Minister of War in the 

^ Cf. D. W. Brogan in International Affairs^ Vol. XX, p. 103 ff, 

® The conscription laws of 1870 provided for a period of five 
years' basic military service, followed by four years on the reserve: 
then a further p>cnod of five years in the territorial army, and six years 
in its reservcv They affected all men between twenty and forty. For 
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third roinistry of Freycinet — the stoutest of Republicans and 
the former collaborator of Gambetta in the writing and publi- 
cation of La Repuhlique frangaise. The appointment was made 
on the special recommendation of Clemenceauj with whom he 
was on excellent terms. The reforms of the Army, long planned 
and discussed but hitherto little practised, which Boulanger 
proceeded to carry out with energy, were admirably Republi- 
can. The change from the old professional army to the new 
democratic force based on universal conscription demanded 
more intelligent discipline, better material conditions, more 
care for morale. These demands he implemented fully. He even 
purged the Army of prominent Royalist officers like the Due 
d’Aumale himself, uncle of the Orleanist pretender to the 
throne. At his first great review at Longchamps on Bastille 
Day 1886 he was acclaimed as a popular idol — the darling of 
the people, who was giving them a people’s army and an in- 
spiring example of Republican leadership. He became the hero 
of revues as well as of review’s, and the music-halls sang his 
praises. No one since Gambetta had succeeded so well in cap- 
turing the imagination and the hearts of the common people. 
A mystique of Boulangism grew up. He was popular partly be- 
cause his new model army meant the chance of revanche. And 
there lay the sdng. 

The idea of revanche was dying, amidst the seductive colonial- 
ism of Jules Ferry. But it was dying only in certain minds, and 
amid positive distractions from the old obsession. Paul Derou- 
IMe and his League of Patriots existed to keep it alive. By 1886 
they had come to despair of the old politicians, and turned to 
demanding the revision of the constitution as the prerequisite 

subsequent alterations of the law, see below, Chapter V, p. i8on. and 
p, 2o8n. 

The best account of the whole Boulanger episode in English is in 
D. W. Brogan: The Development of Modem France^ Book TV. Among 
French histories, see especially Jacques Bainville: La Troisihne Ri-- 
publique (1935) for a Right-wing bias, and Alexandre Zeva^s: Histoire 
de la Troisieme Rdpublique (1938) for a Left-wing account. For a con- 
temporary exposition of the ^ulangist type of arguments, see Le 
Comte de Chaudordy: La France en i88g (1889). 
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for a prepared revanche. They also turned to Boulanger as their 
greatest hope. When Bismarck himself, in his Reichstag speech 
of January 1887 named Boulanger as the greatest obstacle to 
good reladons between France and Germany, any remaining 
doubts were dispelled. General Boulanger became ‘General 
Revanche’. And he was led to sponsor the cause of revision of 
the constitution: revision in the direction of a far stronger and 
more direcdy popular executive. Thrown out of office when 
the ministr>' fell, in May, he was relegated to a military com- 
mand in Auvergne, and thenceforth was ready to conspire in 
order to regain his coveted ministry. 

His chance came with the Wilson scandal of 1887 — of 
those sudden dramatic revelations of political graft in high 
quarters which so often precipitated political crisis in the par- 
liamentary Republic. Daniel Wilson, the son-in-law of Jules 
Grevy, the venerable President of the Republic since 1879, was 
discovered to have carried on a prosperous traffic in decora- 
tions and honours from the filysee itseE The scandal also in- 
volved General Thibaudin, one of the few sound ‘Republican 
Generals’ who had been a Minister for War and was still mili- 
tary" governor of Paris. In the prolonged political crisis which 
ensued, and which involved the resignation of both ministry 
and President, the forces hostile to the Republic looked to 
Boulanger as an ally. Both Monarchists and Bonapartists began 
to pay court to him. When the Government dismissed him 
from the Army, he had but one course left by which to pursue 
his growing ambitions: popular agitation and the use of vio- 
lence. Thanks to the eager support of both extreme Left and 
most of the Right, and to the lavish financial help of the 
Royalist Duchesse d’Uz^, he was elected in several constituen- 
cies at once.^ The climax came in January 1889 when he 

^ Cf. SouDmirs de la Duchesse d^Uzh (1939), Chapter IV, for a 
most revealing account of her dealings with Boulanger. The memoirs 
reveal a lady of curious natvete and vigour, ready to spend lavishly to 
restore the monarchy. After an initial advance of 25,000 francs to- 
wards Boulanger’s election expenses, she placed three million francs 
at the disposal of the so-called ‘National committee’ of Royalist 
inti^uers which included the Marquis de Breteuil, the Comte de Mar- 
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stood for Paris itself— traditional home of Radicalism and 
democratic Republicanism. He was elected by 245,000 votes, 
and a coup d'etat was staged. But Boulanger’s nerve seems to 
have failed at the last moment — or else his incorrigible frivolity 
and laziness gained the upper hand. He did not march on the 
filysee, preferring the attractions of his mistress, Madame de 
Bonnemain. The Republic was saved by little effort or virtue 
of its own. 

But the Government, given breathing-space as by a miracle, 
acted quickly. It abolished the electoral method of scrutin de 
liste^ instituted only four years before, and prohibited multiple 
candidacies. This foiled the Boulangist plan of making the 
General stand in every constituency at the forthcoming general 
elections, and forced him to expend his personal strength and 
appeal in one constituency only. It meant a hasty revision of 
the orthodox Republican conception of democratic machinery. 
As Professor Brogan puts it: ‘The abolition of scrutin de liste was 
the abandonment of a reform preached by great Republican 
leaders, and the prohibition of multiple candidacies was a 
direct attack on the free choice of universal suffrage, but the 
Republicans were, for the moment, cured of their mystical 
deference to that political God.’ The new Prime Minister, 
Tirard, and his Minister of the Interior, Gonstans, took action 
against the League of Patriots, and planned to bring Boulanger 
to trial before the Senate, as the High Court. Boulanger, suc- 
cessfully scared, fled to Brussels on the appropriate date of 
April I . Two years later he shot himself on the grave of his 
mistress, and provoked from Clemenceau the comment that he 
‘died as he had lived, like a subaltern’.^ 

timprey, the Marquis de Beauvoir, and CJomte Albert de Mun (see 
p. 62 above). She blames Madame de Bonnemain for the loss of 
courage, and general demoralization, of Boulanger. 

^ On the debate about scrutin de liste as against scrutin mi- 
nomind, see above, Chapter III, p. 94. 

The system of multiple candidacies — by which anyone coiild stand 
for several constituencies at once though he could sit for only one of 
them, was carried over into the Third Republic from the electoral laws 
of 1849, adopted in the 1871 elections and endorsed by the constitu- 
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Though Boulangism ended as a farce, it had been a force. It 
brought the whole parliamentary regime into the most danger- 
ous crisis it had known since its creation: and the regime, it 
was clear, had done much to bring itself into this danger. Its 
real strength in 1889 wns the diversity of its opponents and the 
weakness of the one man who had become a focal point for 
them ail. Indeed the General had unwittingly done a great 
service to the parliamentarians. Not only had he shaken them 
out of their self-seeking complacency. By enlisting all their 
opponents behind so bogus a hero and so fraudulent a cause, 
he had concentrated them for political execution. They had 
been gathered up into a common ignominy and despair. It 
was not the Republic that he killed in 1889. It was the Mon- 
archy and the Empire which he killed in 1891, as well as him- 
self. Public opinion, too, had been shaken by the easy approach 
to an irresponsible dictatorship and perhaps a second Sedan. 
The tinsel of Bonapartism was tarnished, and plain, dull, 
civilian Marianne was hailed again with a certain relief. It was 
even fortimate for the Republicans that the Paris Exhibition 
of 1 888 and the centenary of the great Revolution in 1 889 gave 
them the chance to provide a timely counter-attraction and a 
convenient distraction. 

But the problem of an Army which might produce a Caesar 
remained unsolved. The real paralysis of government on the 
night of the Paris election had been due to the virtual certainty 
that the Army of the Republic could not be counted upon to 
oppose the popular military hero. The parliamentary politi- 
cians, ever jealous of a rival power within the State challenging 
‘the Republic one and indivisible’, had learnt that it was well 
to keep generals unpopular, and thoroughly divorced from 
Radicd reputations which might put demagogic ideas into 

tional law of 30 November 1875. For the laws repealing these former 
procedures, which were passed in February and July 1889, see 
Dr^uit, Monnier and Bonnard; op. cit., pp. 344 and 349. It was this 
rule which made it possible in 1871 for Thiers to be elected in twenty- 
six different constituencies and Gambetta in nine. As a kind of popu- 
lar plebiscite it had been useful then: it had become obviously danger- 
ous to a parliamentary Republic such as that of 1889. 
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their heads. Bonaparte himself had been a good ‘Republican’ 
general But how then could the ffigh Command be Republi- 
canized? Perhaps only by having an anti-militarist as Minister 
for War. But even this device was not to prove very effective, 
as events six years later were to show. 

The Boulangist crisis was the first stage in the Right becom- 
ing peculiarly nationalist. Until then, it had even been accused 
of being anti-nationalist, of subordinating French national 
interests to those of the Church, and ultramontanism had lent 
colour to these charges. Now it had emerged as the supporter 
of a peculiarly aggressive form of nationalism, and the Left had 
moved into the posture of opposing militarist men and ideas, 
and had been led to attack even the idea of revanche when it 
appeared a weapon or an excuse for Caesarism.^ The Dreyfus 
affair marked the main stage in this reversal of party positions 
as regards national security and the Army. 

Meanwhile the influence of Barres, already described, pro- 
vided the nationalistic Right with a mystique and an ideology of 
nationalism and traditionalism different from their older creed 
of the days of Maistre and Bonald. The Dreyfus case was to 
turn this new creed again into the still more positive Caesarism 
of the Action frangaise. The link between the nationalism of 
Boulanger and the nationalism of Maurras was the violent 
campaign of anti-semitism waged by fidouard Drumont in 
La Libre Parole from 1892 onwards. His book La France juive 
(1886) sold in tens of thousands, and mobilized Catholic dis- 
content with the way in which anti-clericalism had granted 
high office injustice and administration to Jew and Protestant, 
and in which the new financial oligarchy was linked with 
international Jewish capitalism. The nationalism of those who 
fell under the spell of Drumont became racia l ist and violent, 
an emotional thing of blind prejudice. Anti-semitism as a 
systematic policy was kindled by Boulangism, fanned into life 
by the scandals connected with the squalid and sensational 

^ Cf. Jacques Bainville: op. cit., p. 151. The change back again 
of the Right to an anti-nationalist attitude after 1930 h e xam i n ed 
below (Chapter VI) : and cf. Charles A. Micaud: The French Bight and 
Nazi Germany, ^ 933’9 (i943)* Abridged French version (1945). 
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Panama affair at the end of the century, and burst into open 
flame in the Dreyfus case. The link between anti-semitism and 
rabid militarist nationalism was the charge that the Jews served 
as the agents of foreign powers — especially of Germany- 
undermining the preparedness and security of France.^ 

The charge of espionage brought against Captain Dreyfus, 
a Jewish officer, was readily accepted by the military tribunal 
and he was duly sent to Devil’s Island. This success was equally 
naturally followed by a concerted drive to expel all Jews and 
Protestants from the armed forces of France. It w^as a drive 
engineered and carried out by the clericalist, ultra-nationalist 
members of the General Staff. Only gradually did it become 
clear that the isolated case of Dreyfus was but one item in a vast 
conspiracy against the Republic: a truth which dawned only 
when the document which had condemned him came to be 
strongly suspected of being a forgery. The upheaval in the 
French Army, occasioned by charges and counter-charges, 
gradually attracted wider public attention. Each new revela- 
tion in the vast and sensational scandal roused public opinion 
to still more feverish unrest. The recent scandals connected 
with parliamentary politicians were forgotten in this greater 
and more intriguing scandal concerning the Army itself. And 
the issues raised soon clarified into fundamental issues regard- 
ing the very nature of democratic society itself. A new mystique 
was bom: the mystique of civilianism.^ 

^ Cf. D. W. Brogan: op. cit., pp. 274-84. By 1894, as Roger 
Soltau points out (op. cit., p. 338), ‘the vast majority of French officers 
were avowedly anti-Semites’, and see details in A. Z 6 v&ts: op. cit., 
p. 221 ff. 

® No attempt has been made here to tell the story of the Dreyfus 
affair. It has already been admirably told in D. W. Brogan: op. cit., 
Book VII; and in French by Joseph Reinach: Histoire de V Affaire Dr^- 
fus (7 Vols. 1901-n); Louis Leblois: U Affaire Dreyfus (1929); Daniel 
Halevy: Apologie pour Motre Passe (1910). 

Among the many accounts by the leading participants, see for the 
Dreyfusards the documents and material in Pierre Dreyfus: Dreyfus, 
his Life and Letters (English translation, 1937); H. Dutrait-Crozon: 
Precis de V Affaire Dreyfus (1924) ; Georges Clemenceau Ulniguite, Sur la 
Reparation, La Honte (3 Vols.. 1903); Anatole France: Vile das Pin- 
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As the Dreyfus affair dragged on, the issue of the guilt or 
innocence of Dre>Tus sank into the background, and the general 
defence of the military and nationalist leaders came to rest not 
on the thesis that Dre>Tus was guilty, but that even if he were 
innocent, it was better that one man should suffer than that 
the whole prestige of the French Army should be imdermined 
in face of the enemy. This involved a challenge to the demo- 
cratic creed, to the sacredness of indi\idual rights and the 
sanctity of justice. It evoked, in reaction, a full-dress restate- 
ment of civilian ideas and the necessity for all order and 
security to be based upon justice and truth. The courageous 
act of the great novelist, fimile Zola, in publishing J' accuse in 
January 1896, raised the controversy to a level of dignity and 
moral greatness which it had not previously known. Setting 
forth his list of charges in detail, and explaining that he har- 
boured no personal grievance or even knowledge of the miH- 
taiy^ leaders accused, he deliberately incurred legal penalties 
as, in his own words, ‘a revolutionary means of hastening the 
explosion of truth and of justice’. Jules Guesde, the Socialist 
leader, declared Zola’s letter 'the greatest revolutionary act of 
the century’. The trial of Zola and his publisher in the Cour 
d^assises^ defended by Glemenceau, became a political debate 
of the highest quality. In the country, faced with political 
crisis, sti'eet demonstrations, strikes in Paris, and incessant 
controversy in the Press, skilful journalists like Urbain Gohier 
began to expound the fuU doctrine of civilianism. His argu- 
ments, later accumulated in his UArmie contre la Nation (1899), 
are worth examination. 

Sweeping aside the Jewish question as irrelevant, he sets the 

gouins (igo8); Jean Jaur^: Les Preuves (1898); Charles Peguy: Notre 
Jeunesse (1916); Georges Sorel: La Revolution Dreyfusierme (1911); 
Alexandre Zeva^s: N Affaire Dreyfus (1931); fimile Zola: La Verite en 
Marche (1901). For the anti-Dreyfeards, see especially Maurice 
Barrel Mes Cahiers (1929-38); Charles Maurras: Enquete sur la Mon 
archie ( 1 925), and Si le Coup de Force est Possible ( 1 925)* There is a char- 
acteristically tendentious account by Leon Daudet in his biography 
of Clemenceau (English translation, 1940). Daudet was, of course, a 
colleague of Maurras and the Action frangaise. 
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v^’hole affair in the context of the century-old battle between 
the Revoludcn and its opponents. "The Revolution has not to 
be made again; it has not been made: it has to be made.’ He 
attacks the conscription laws of 1889, which had made it 
possible for young men attending the &ole centrale. the Scale 
foTtstihre, or the Poly technique^ to escape two out of their three 
years’ prescribed militanr service — and to ser\'e the one year 
as oScers. He praises the rank-and-dle soldiers, the people in 
arms, and coniines bis attacks to the privileged ofncer-class and 
the High Command. Barracks-iife is a source of demoraliza- 
tion and a hotbed of tvTanny, which the fortunate ofScer-ciass 
from the bourgeoisie is spared: "the only way of not be- 
coming a soldier is to be an oiiicer’. Military officials are like 
civil officials — the salaried ser\*ants of the nation. Yet their 
pretensions to power and privilege have raised them above the 
nation — even against the nation. He weighs the vast expendi- 
ture on the armed forces against the results — 855 million francs 
in 1898, if pensions be included. The results — the imposition of 
military domination on Madagascar and other oversea teni- 
lories. In this %vay, the anti-militarist tended to be naturally the 
anti-colonialist. ^lilitarism led to imperialism, and both were 
incompatible %vith Republicanism and democracy. 

The "Militarv’ Power’ is a State within the State, with its 
"milliard budget, its uncontrolled and irresponsible disposal of 
nearly all national resources, vdth its laws, its justice, its 
special police’ — and even its bastilles and its slave-galleys. The 
gloomy forebodings of Gk)hier did not come to pass before the 
Great War — thanks to the triumph of civilianism in the Drey- 
fus affair. But there is more than a foreshadowing of the Vichy 
regime in his definition of the militarists’ programme: 'aiix 
militaires, le pouwir absolu: aux fripons^ sous la protection du sabre, la 
liberie complete — liberie de la vengeance ei liberie du brigandage, 
C'^est €€ qu^on appellera: le regne de rOrdre\ The rule of generals, 
admirals and higher functionaries, of Laval’s minions and 
Joseph Darnand’s Militia, in 1944, could not be better defined: 
though in 1898 none would have dared to predict this coining 
to pass in collaboration with German masters. 

However exaggerated such language and such theorizing 
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may have been, it illustrates the challenge to civilian democ- 
racy throwTi down by the affair. That the mingled forces which 
rallied to the defence of Dreyfus eventually directed their con- 
centrated vengeance against the Church more than the Army 
was largely the responsibility of the Church itself. It rallied 
quite unnecessarily to fanatical defence of the Army and of the 
anti-Semites. The Archbishop of Paris became the patron of 
the ‘Labarum League’ of anti-semitic officers, while the Arch- 
bishop of Toulouse denounced "the deadly campaign w'hich is 
being waged against our military leaders’. The leading 
Catholic Dreyfusard organization — Le Comite Catholique pour la 
Defense du Droit — ^w'as a fiasco, and the Jesuits mobilized against 
the Jews. 

The social forces w^hich rallied to the defence of Dre>dus and 
of civilian democracy are significant: they reveal the nature of 
the fundamental social cleavage which the incidents of the 
affair exposed. In addition to leading Radicals like Clemenceau 
and Socialists like Jaures; and in addition to prominent literary 
figures like Zola and Anatole France; the main classes from 
which the Dreyfiisards drew their support w'ere the teaching 
profession and the universities, already deeply imbued with the 
anti-clerical spirit of the £col€ normale, the lower middle-classes, 
similarly anti-clerical and anti-militarist in outlook, and the 
industrial workers of the larger towns, wffiose Socialistic brand 
of Republicanism was aroused by the affair. To the negative 
emotions of anti-clericalism and anti-militarism was added the 
moral faith, so vital to modern French democracy, that no 
social order could endure unless it was based on justice to the 
individual and respect for human personality regardless of 
race or creed. When the forces of the older aristocracy, the 
service leaders and clericals, the authoritarians and the higher 
fonciionnaires, found themselves opposing this faith as well as 
defending clericalism and militarism, they were doomed. Yet 
the clash of forces, the clash of revolutionary and counter- 
revolutionary forces, was not resolved without prolonged 
political and parliamentary crisis, involving moments of real 
danger to the Republic itself. 

In addition to several riots and plots in the earlier stages, 
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there were two serious plots in 1898 and 1899^ aimed at a 
cGup d'etat. The last, in August 1899. involved ail the leading 
Monarchists. Bonapanisis and anii-Dre^fusards^ includins- 
Deroiilede ofBoulangist fame. It is probable that the most seri- 
ous threat came in the familiar form of chronic ministerial 
crisis and parliamentary instabiliU'. Mr. Roger Soltau’s sum- 
mary is relevant: 

No less than three crises appear to us to have threatened the essen- 
tials of the existing order. The first of these was the elections of 1898: 
had the Conservatives gained a few seats, instead of losing a few, no 
Radical majority became possible; the Chamber would have toler- 
ated none but cabinets in which the Catholic element preponderated 
and the Rennes court martial ’would either ne\*er have taken place 
or would have been followed by the maintenance of reacrionarv* 
officers at the head of the army. . . . The same danger appeared on the 
fail of the Dupuy Cabinet in June 1899: had the Socialists then made 
impossible the formation of a Left Coalition Ministry .... the forces 
of the Right could have formed another coalition which might have 
made a successful appeal to a still imcertain public opinion. Finally, 
had Waldeck-Rousseau and his friends, because of the smallness of 
their majority- and the apparent precariousness of their tenure, been 
timid and hesitant in their policy, refrained from arresting the 
August conspirators, from making sw-eeping changes in the General 
Staff and from boldly taking measures of 'Republican defence’ in the 
following months, reaction might well have remained strong enough 
to make a successful appeal in the elections of 1902. 

But these succesrive political crises were safely overcome, 
partly by good fortune and partly because of the change in 
public opinion and the skill of Waldeck-Rousseau. The com- 
bination of Radicalism and Socialism, symbolized by Waldeck- 
Rousseau and Jaures, turned the tide in favour of the ideals of 
the revolutionaity" tradition, of which both formed an integral 
part.^ 

The Great War did much to reconcile Army and nation. The 
pre-war tendency to install an anti-militarist at the Ylinistryof 
War, w’hich had been prompted by the experience of Boulanger 

^ Cf. Urbain Gk)hier: UArmee contra la J^dtion (1899), ^^d the 
account in Roger Soltau: French Political Thought in the Nineteenth 
Century (1931), Chapter XI. 
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id confirmed in 1906 when Clemenceau appointed the Drey- 
5ard Colonel Picquart to this office, had prevented any fiir- 
ler challenge to parliamentary^ sovereignty from the direction 
'the General Staff. Yet the military^ leaders continued to be 
f origin, professional training and natural inclination authori- 
,rian, and ‘sound Republican’ generals remained scarce. The 
sue was smothered rather than solved, on the one hand by the 
paration of Church and State which removed the stimulus of 
ericalism from militarist movements, on the other by the 
[Creasing menace of Germany which rallied nation and 
mied services more firmly than before. Meanwhile, the social 
asses which supported military power found an alternative 
jtlet for their energies and ambitions in colonial development: 
id the interconnexion between this development and the 
ational vision must be briefly considered. 

Colonial Development 

Just as Bismarck welcomed the Republic because it seemed 
kely to help him to keep France isolated in a continent of 
ynastic monarchies, so he encouraged her colonial expansion 
ecause it seemed likely to embroil her with Italy and Great 
ritain and would contribute to her isolation in Europe. But 
lere were other and more solid reasons than German en- 
Duragement for that remarkable burst of colonizing energy 
ffich the French nation produced during the generation after 
870. Professor Brogan has put his finger on one — perhaps on 
ae main — impulse behind it. 

There was a natural connexion between the defeat of 1870 and the 
snewal of colonial activity. As the hopes of immediate revenge grew 
»s, the more energetic Army and Navy officers became bored with 
life of preparation for an ordeal and an achievement that never 
ame. It was this boredom, frankly admitted, that drove one of the 
fcvo greatest of French empire bidlders to seek service in Tonkin, 
,nd less brilliant and less vocal officers than Lyautey must have felt 
he same urge. In the colonies a young soldier like Marchand 
:ould rise from the ranks and enter world history. Africa and Asia 
ivere, to the men of the generation that followed 1870, what Algeria 
»vas to the men of the generation that followed 1815, 
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And jnst as the two great French military defeats of the nine« 
teenth century were followed by outbursts of colonial activity, 
so the consequences of this activity were valued chiefly because 
of their relevance to the problem of national security in 
Europe. Deficiencies of man-power and colonial markets, 
considerations of strategy and prestige alike, were met 
by the acquisition of a vast overseas empire, stretching over 
some four and a quarter million square miles of Afiica, and 
extending as far afield as Indo-China and New Caledonia. The 
administration of British India has been called a ‘system of 
outdoor relief for the upper classes\ Much more clearly was 
the French colonial empire welcomed as a career open to the 
talents of ambitious soldiers and administrators, who brought 
back into French politics an outlook, experience and traditions 
which had a far-reaching effect on French political life and 
ideas. It is this backwash which is our chief concern here.^ 
The first generation of the Third Republic saw extension of 
the French colonial policy of giving overseas possessions direct 
representation in the national parliament. The test-case was 
Algeria — ^which the Third Republic inherited from Louis 
Philippe, and where' the defeat of 1870 led to a great rebellion 
in 1871. In the person of Marshal Macmahon, its Governor- 
General, it provided France wdth a Conservative figure-head 
as successor to Thiers. When Albert Grev>", brother of Presi- 
dent Jules Grevy, became Governor-General, he replaced the 
former authoritarian regime in Algeria by a system of ‘attach- 
ment’ to France. The separate centralized administration was 
broken up and each administrative department was attached 
to the appropriate ministry in Paris. The three departements 
w^ere represented in both Senate and Chamber, as an integral 
part of metropolitan France, and they are stiU so regarded. The 
other main parts of the empire — ^the four colonies of Martin- 

^ Cf. D. W. Brogan: op. cit.. Book V, On French colonial expan- 
sion in general see S. H. Roberts: History of French Colonial Policy (2 
Vols. 1928), and H. I. Priestley: France Overseas (1938). The Tunisian 
campaign and its domestic repercussions are described in G. Hano- 
taux: op. cit., Vol. IV, Chapters IX and X. Cf. also E. Lavisse: 
Histovre de France ContempoToine (t 920-22), Vol, VIII, Book III. 
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ique, Guadeloupe^ Reunion and the French West Indies — 
were likewise given direct representation by the laws of Feb- 
ruary and November 1875, and in 1885 ten seats were allocated 
to the colonies in the Chamber of Deputies. The fiction by 
which colonies were treated as parts of France wore thin, m 
face of reality and of the electoral corruption which grew up in 
them. In 1896 the policy of administrative ^attachment’ was 
reversed, and in 1898 local opinion was given more effective 
expression through ‘financial delegations* with advisory func- 
tions. Financial decentralization to some extent offset political 
centralization. But their parliamentary representation was too 
firmly established to be reversed, and the principle was usually 
extended to the new colonies in Indo-Ghina and French West 
Africa. 

In Tunisia, with the entanglements with Italy, and Morocco, 
\vith the entanglements with Britain, Spain and Germany, a 
system of French protection afforded to a native ruler proved 
more expedient, and led to a new system of indirect rule. The 
Bey of Tunis and the Sultan of Morocco were preserved, and 
French Residents-General were implanted by their side. The 
Anglo-French Entente of 1904, following soon after the friction 
of the Fashoda incident, squeezed France out of Egypt and the 
Sudan but guaranteed her a predominant role in Morocco. 

The Second Empire bequeathed her the colony of Cochin- 
China in the Far East, and opened the door to French military, 
commercial and missionary enterprise in Tonkin. The story of 
how Jules Ferry, as Prime Minister, captured for France the 
empire of Iildo-China, is not our concern here: save that by 
presenting parliament and country with a series of faits accom- 
plish both military and diplomatic, he revealed unsuspected 
powers in the hands of the executive which enabled it to defy 
even a hostile and wildly angry parliament. He was able to do 
it because of the support of men on the spot: of naval officers in 
Tonkin, who set up a working administration in the conquered 
territories, and of Catholic missionaries, ever anxious and 
abundant, to carry French culture and Catholic religion into 
backward lands. Cardinal Lavigeric, Archbishop of Algeria, 
had readily moved his headquarters into Tunisia, and organ- 
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ized his missionary White Fathers: curious allies of the anti- 
clerical Jules Ferry. ^ Before long, in Tonkin, civil governors 
replaced the naval officers and French law was imposed — often 
with unhappy results. Meanwhile Colonels Lyautey and Gal- 
lieni had gained colonial experience. Soon Paul Doumer, as 
Governor-General, w^as to develop the economic resources and 
opportunities of the new possessions, and Albert Sarraut was 
to increase the measure of native participation in their govern- 
ment. When Gallieni took over from General Duchesne, the 
task of conquering Madagascar, he was able to apply his 
‘splash of oil’ principle which had proved so effective in Annam: 
that is, to pacify certain strategic areas, establish firmly law 
and order and French administration, and trust to the ‘oil- 
stain’ spreading quietly and attracting other areas anxious for 
peace. The methods of the men on the spot were as undog- 
matic and opportunist as the political atmosphere at home in 
the same years was doctrinaire and extremist. The two fields of 
activity — the colonial and the domestic — ^were complementary 
in many ways, and attracted opposite kinds of personality. 

It w’as the gradual acquisition of French West Africa and 
French Equatorial Africa in the last decades of the century 
which forced France to accept more openly her colonial re- 
sponsibilities and to formulate a more systematic policy. Only 
in 1894 was a permanent Ministry of Colonies set up (with no 
authority over North Afiica), but frequent changes of ministry 
negatived its influence over policy. Govemorsiiips too often 
became political consolation prizes. For lack of a clearly 
thought-out policy, colonial resources were wasted or abused, 
or else a wooden desire for uniformity and ‘assimilation’ served 
as a substitute for policy. Brazza, officially employed as an 
explorer by the Ministry of Public Instruction, became the 
high-souled agent of ruthless commercial exploitation. The 
incursion of France, as of most other European powers, into 
tropical lands produced periods of squalid commercialism and 
cruel administration. But such periods were less the result of 
deliberate policy than of negligence and indifference in Par- 

^ On Jules Ferry see A. Rambaud: Jvles Ferry (1903). On mis- 
sionary activities see above. Chapter II, p. 66. 
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liament: and the strong Roman tradition which has haunted 
all her colonial enterprise has tended to make the extension of 
French citizenship a more consistent aim than any other. How- 
ever farcical it may often have become in practice, and however 
much it usually played into the hands of small oligarchies wield- 
ing local control, generous extension of citizenship has often 
served, too, to counteract brutality and exploitation. It has 
prevented the growth of a colour-bar; it has meant equality of 
payment between native and v/hite administrators; and it led 
to modification of the policy of ‘assimilation’, which had proved 
a mixed blessing for the colonies. 

The aim of ‘assimilation’ was that colonial people should 
absorb French culture and acquire French civilization so that 
they might become French citizens. It was in time with the 
strong unitary and etatiste tendencies already described (Chap- 
ter II) . But with the conquest of vast new tropical and sub- 
tropical lands, ‘assimilation’ in terms of the Rights of Man sank 
below the horizon and was replaced by the policy of ‘associa- 
tion’. This policy had the more limited aim of transforming a 
native elite into full French citizens, and at taking this elite into 
partnership in administration. Both principles are opposed to 
the aim of colonial self-government as pursued by Great 
Britain: and the system of inspectors sent out by the central 
government made centralization a reality. At every stage, the 
development of the French Empire reflects less the Republican 
and democratic nature of modern France than the nationalist, 
authoritarian character of the social classes which have been 
most concerned with its creation.^ 

The nationalistic function of the empire is shown most 
clearly in its military role, mentioned already elsewhere. The 
black troops of Senegal have played a popular and honourable 
part in the French Army. By 1940, a tenth of the Army was 
recruited from the overseas colonies, and much progress had 
been made towards the boast of Lyautey that ‘France is a 
nation of 100 millions’. Since 1940, the empire has served 

^ Although the policy of ‘association’, as formulated by Waldeck- 
Rousseau, was intended to encourage the natives ‘^voluer, non dans 
notre civfiization, mais dans la leur’ 
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France well, and it was fitting that French North Africa should 
become one springboard for the liberation of metropolitan 
France. The naval bases of Dakar, Casablanca, Oran, and the 
material resources of Africa have done much to preserve 
France’s importance in the world during her years of national 
submergence. But the nationalist interpretation of colonization 
has its permanent defects. Even the poKcy of ^association’ has 
the effect, as Professor Eric Walker has pointed out, that ‘the 
elite become Frenchmen, the native masses are deprived of 
their natural leaders’. The professional colonial administrators 
proved, in 1940, to be more often akin in spirit to Vichy than 
to the Republic. And the violent anti-militarists of the Dreyfus 
affair like Gohier, who saw in colonies a hotbed of authoritari- 
anism, have not been proved entirely wrong. ^ 

To sum up. The achievements of the Third Republic,] udged 
relatively by the standard of the aims and social needs of 
France in the later nineteenth century, were great. Its con- 
stitutional and political arrangements were in accord with the 
highest common level of agreement among the great majority 
of Frenchmen. The Republic, despite many setbacks and weak- 
nesses, vindicated its right to survive and successfully overcame 
the most concerted attempts of authoritarianism to overthrow 
parliamentary government. It also kept the French nation, in 
both its own military preparedness and its foreign alliances, 
strong enough to resist successfully the attacks of 1914-18. Its 
governments gave the country solidarity enough and unity 
enough to steer safely through a rapid succession of immense 
ordeals. Yet significandy the greatest achievements in overseas 
expansion were the work of a few enthusiasts and more the 
result of private enterprise and good fortime than of deliberate 
planning or even national ambition. Already financial, politi- 
cal and administrative corruption had beset the machinery of 
State. Old feuds and vendettas remained, and social divisions 
were litde healed. And the pattern of future politics had been 
set by the Bloc des Gauches of 1905. The formation of unions ^ 

^ Cf. above, p. 160: and E. A. Walker: Colonies (1944), for an 
illuminating comparison of different national policies towards 
colonies. 
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blocs ^ cartels 2cnd fronts as devices to offset tlie splintering of 
groups was to shape the whole political working of French 
democracy. It was the basis of group-bargaining and minis- 
terial coalitions, and from the loose-jointed, over-supple func- 
tioning of these blocs was to come the spirit of lukewarm com- 
promise which has been already noted as a main characteristic 
of modern French politics. France remained an unstabilized 
society, for which her political system provided no real correc- 
tive.^ 

^ Gf. above, p. 114 f. The lack of any adequate history of the 
Republic for the years between 1879 and 1900 has been noted and 
lamented by French historians. Cf. Daniel Haie\^: Pour r&ude de la 
Troisieme Ripublique (1937), who suggested that the study of the great 
cadres of French life would be, for these years, more fruitful than 
parliamentary history: and who indicated Jules Ferry as the central 
parliamentarian of this period which is so confused in parliamentar>^ 
affairs. Even the archives for it are deficient (ibid., p. 20 f.). Professor 
D. W. Brogan’s work has done something (but not enough) to cover 
this gap. Vol. 11 of M. Jacques Madaule’s Histoire de France^ published 
in 1945, tells the complete history of the Third Republic in some 220 
pages, and is probably the most satisfactory modem account in French. 
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THE MODERN CHALLENGE 

Has Democracy Failed? 

J UDGEMENT of the machinery and institutions of democracy 
in France by the standards of the French 'national vision’ 
of democracy suggests that the democratic instrument seldom 
failed, before the Great War, in adaptability and flexibility. Its 
main characteristic was its immense elasticity: the ease with 
which it could be biased in favour of the prevailing wind of 
public opinion. Its parliamentary sails billowed and filled be- 
fore the wind of Caesarism in the days of Boulanger — they 
deflated equally quickly when strong forces lost faith in or 
attacked Caesarism. Clericalist opinion could utilize the in- 
stitutions of Church, Army and education to win powder — 
imtil the reaction of anti-clericalism became powerful enough 
to destroy this power. One is driven to the conclusion that 
electoral, parliamentary and administrative arrangements in 
the Third Republic had less inherent conservative bias to- 
wards stability and the preservation of the status quo than the 
corresponding arrangements of the constitutional monarchy in 
Great Britain and the Dominions, or the federal constitutions 
of Switzerland or the United States. It has already been sug- 
gested that one reason for this might be that the 'revolutionary 
tradition’ was identified with existing institutions far more 
completely in these countries than in the Third French Re- 
public.^ 

That the French national tradition w^as one of revolutionary 
ideology whilst the constitution of the Third Republic was but 
a worliig compromise between Republican and anti-Re- 
publican forces, was a permanent underlying fact which deter- 
mined its whole development. The system of parliamentary 
sovereignty which divided Frenchmen least was a neutral, 

^ Cf. above. Chapter I, p. lo f. 
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negative thing which ako satisfied them little. The Third Re- 
public is an almost unique example of extremely positive 
political forces working through a negative instrument, which 
was in itself incapable of providing a government or an ad- 
ministration better or worse than the interplay of forces was 
able to provide. From the point of view of each separate 
political force — Conservatism, Radicalism, Socialism or Com- 
munism — the system worked badly and in the end failed. Yet 
in relation to the interplay of these forces at any given time it 
worked almost perfectly. If the function of democratic govern- 
ment is to be a mirror or a photographic negative — ^reflecting 
or reproducing accurately the conflicts of social and political 
forces — the Republic worked well enough. If the function of 
democratic government is something more positive than this; 
if it be to serve the good life and the general well-being of most 
citizens, to act as a ‘hinderer of hindrances’ to national pros- 
perity and security, it worked less well. 

In short, democracy in France has to be judged not only in 
terms of French standards and the mere interplay of conflicting 
internal social and political movements, but somewhat more 
absolutely in terms of its response to the modern challenge — to 
the great present-day problems of unemployment and social 
insecurity, of industrial despotism and world economy, of 
aggression and international disorder. The question which the 
world asks of France — and justifiably asks of a pioneer nation 
in democratic experiments — ^is what contributions her most 
durable experiment made towards the solution of the most 
pressing world problems of the twentieth century. What was 
the measure of her response to the modem challenge? 

By about the year 1905, as has been shown above, all the 
main institutions and conventions of the Third Republic had 
been consolidated, and some of the most burning social and 
political issues had been fought out to a decision. Monarchism, 
if not dead, had been routed and relegated to the camp of lost 
causes. Bonapartism and Caesarism of every kind had been 
fought and beaten in open combat and thro^\m into sullen 
acquiescence. The Church and the Army, acting in fatal 
alliance during the first generation of the Republic, had been 
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rendered impotent to overthrow the Republic. The rights of 
organized Labour had been recognized, and both C.G.T. and 
Socialist parties had planted their feet firmly in French social 
life. The system of national education had been formally com- 
pleted, and the State had asserted its power to determine the 
structure, substance and spirit of training in which the great 
majority of its citizens were to be brought up. The new empire 
overseas had been acquired and consolidated, too, and the 
general shape of France as a Great Power in the modem world 
had become clear. In 1893 and in 1904, by her alliance with 
Russia and her Entente with Great Britain, France had frus- 
trated German designs to keep her isolated and helpless in 
Europe, and the broad lines of her foreign policy had been laid 
down for the next generation to come. The Republic had been 
saved — ^both from its own weaknesses and from the attacks of 
its enemies. The age of formation and definition was past, and 
the age of construction was begun. Democracy was able to 
move from the defensive to the offensive; and move it must if it 
was to survive, for the challenge of the twentieth century was 
already thrown down.^ 

It is here, more than anywhere else, that French democracy 
failed The full reasons for its failure are still difficult to define. 
Perhaps it was the exhaustion caused by the bitter fight for 
survival in the previous generation, or the undue op timis m en- 
gendered by the triumph of State over Church and Army; per- 
haps the fatal irreconcilability between the political and the 
social strands of the revolutionary tradition (for French politics 
r ema ined incorrigibly dominated by the past) or an excessive 
devotion to the outlook and individual independence of peas- 
ant proprietors and provincial interests; perhaps a more fimda- 
mental demographic weakness (for the size of French popula- 
tion had failed to keep pace with her international prestige and 
importance) or the mere historical working-out of the great 
new forces which had been started by the nexus of events in 
1870.^ Perhaps it was a combination of all these and other 

^ Cf. above. Chapters III and IV, passim. 

* Cf. above. Chapter IV, pp. 134-9, Cf. D. W. Brogan: op. cit., 
pp. 406 and 417. The populations of France and Germany were 
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reasons. But whatever the reason, it is clear in retrospect that 
French democracy and the national policy which it produced 
failed to meet adequately the social, economic and political 
challenge of twentieth-century conditions, both at home and 
abroad. As will be shown, this challenge left without effective 
answer by the Third Republic has been taken up with vigour 
by the Fourth: and certain lessons can be drawn from the ex- 
perience of past failures. They may be examined in four stages 
— her social failure prior to 1914; her military misfortune be- 
tween 1914 and 1918; her political and economic weaknesses 
between 1918 and 1940; and her intemationai position be- 
tween 1918 and 1940. 


The Challenge of the Positive State 

At the dawn of the twentieth century every nation which had 
known the industrial revolution was confronted with the choice 
whether the State should in future dominate and control eco- 
nomic activities and new social problems, or be itself dominated 
by them. The first decade of the century saw a great increase of 
State interference in economic and social life in Germany, 
Great Britain and even the United States, no less than in 
France. These countries varied in the extent to which it was 
felt necessary or desirable for the State to assume greater re- 
sponsibility for controlling and promoting economic progress 
and social welfare. Despite her spurt of activity, comparable to 
that of her neighbours, France did not go far in this direction. 
Again, there were both material and ideological reasons for 
this restriction of activity: but the restriction remained there- 
after an important fact in the working of French democracy.^ 

very roughly equal in 1870. By i 9 ^ 4 » Germany's was approaching 65 
million while France's was only 4® milhon. The birth-rate fell rapidly 
in both countries between these dates, but in 1914 Germany’s was 
still higher than France’s had been in 1870. Only immigration was 
saving France from obvious de-population. 

^ Cf. Dr. A. D. Lindsay: The Modem Democratic Staie^ Vol. I, pp. 
245-8. 
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The decade before 1914 was a period of material prosperity 
combined with industrial unrest. The prosperity came partly 
from the stimulus of armaments — the greatest public-worli 
expenditure in each large country. The new powers gained by 
organized labour and the scantiness of planned measures for 
social security resulted in recurrent strikes on a large scale, after 
1906. Significantly enough George SorePs Reflections on Violence^ 
with its syndicalist arguments for a general strike as the central 
revolutionary weapon of the future, first appeared in 1906; but 
the conditions producing the result existed alread\^ In the 
same year, too, the C.G.T. adopted its Charter of Amiens, 
w^hich favoured the strike as the best method available for 
political action. One reason why organized labour eschewed 
direct political, parliamentary action and close alliance with 
the Socialist parties, as was becoming the procedure in Great 
Britain, was Ae apparent inefficacy of parliamentary action to 
produce satisfactory social results. The powerful Radicals like 
Clemenceau, representing peasants and small business folk, 
were wont to emphasize the gulf of property rights which lay 
betw^een themselves and Socistlism: and parliamentary Social- 
ists seemed unlikely to be able to achieve anything without the 
Radicals. 

Both the persistence and the scale of the strikes made them 
symptoms of a profound unrest and social sickness, which should 
have been heeded more. There had been hundreds of small local 
strikes in the eighteen-nineties, but in 1913 there were 1,073, 
involving nearly a quarter of a million workers. Although, after 
the law of 1892 setting up procedure for voluntary arbitration 
between workers and employers, the proportion of strikes 
settled by compromise tended to increase, so also did the num- 
ber of ‘sympathetic’ strikes, showing the growing solidarity and 
class-consciousness of the workers fostered by the C.G.T. There 
were agricultural strikes, like that of 1906, many of which were 
protests against piece-work, and which led to riots, attacks on 
farm-houses, and intimidation of blacklegs. They raised the 
new problems of the landless labourers. There were strikes of 
postal and telegraph workers in Paris, like that of 1908, which 
brought to a crisis the question of how far State employees and 
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fonctioiinaires should have the right to band themselves together 
into trade unions and even to strike in protest against griev- 
ances. There was even a concerted attempt at a general strike, 
as in 1909, which was crushed by the new Prime Minister, 
Aristide Briand: although he” had himself long preached the 
efficacy of the general strike. When the test-case came with 
the strike of the underpaid railway workers, Briand arrested the 
leaders and called up the strikers as army reservists — one of the 
earliest, but not the last, occasion when the executive used its 
military^ powers as a weapon of domestic policy.^ 

What were the substantial grievances underlying this unrest, 
and what did the parliamentary governments do to remedy 
them as distinct from mere suppression of the symptoms? Dur- 
ing the years of political turmoil and parliamentary crisis, 
legislative change had lagged far behind social needs. The 
system of metayage and share-cropping, especially in the central 
region of France, perpetuated many grievances which had 
been grievances in 1789. Among the agricultural labourers, 
perhaps the most neglected section of French workers, wages 
were unduly depressed and conditions of work often appalling. 
There was widespread unemployment during the economic 
crises and slumps of the years after 1882 and 1892. Fluctua- 
tions in the prices of consumers’ goods created a sense of in- 
security among the workers. During the eighteen-nineties the 
bureaucracy had, indeed, created workers’ delegations for the 
mines, and laws were passed limiting women’s work to ten 
hours a day, regulating hygiene, pensions and accident insur- 
ance. These measures were sponsored by the conservative, 
moderate Republicans, under pressure from the Press and the 
Church, as well as from Socialist congresses and strikes. More 
legislation drawn up by the parliamentary Socialists before 
1905 remained a dead letter, and in Halevy’s words, the politi- 
cal world in a changing France, ^concentre dans me bureaucratie 


^ For details of these events see E. Lavisse: op. cit., Vol. VIII, 
Book IV, Chapter IV, and Book II, Chapter XI; D, W. Brogan: 
op. cit., pp. 404-27; A. Z^va^: op. cit., Chapter X\T. 



1,6 DEMOCRACY IN FRANCE 

acceptie par les masses, deux forces lerifes, tend dVirnmutabiliW^Th.t 
social Gonserv^atism of the peasants and the smaller bourgeoisie 
acted as a drag on social legislation. The divisions amongst the 
parties of the Left and the indispensabiiity of the Radicals made 
this drag a powerful force opposing all State responsibility for 
providing social security. WTien Clemenceau formed his great 
ministrv" of 1906 he issued a seventeen-point programme of 
reforms, three of which concerned the Army, five workers’ wel- 
fare, and four finance. The proposed reforms included pro- 
vision for an eight-hour working day, retirement and pensions; 
government control of labour-contracts and the mines; work- 
men’s compensation for accidents; trade-union status and 
organization; and income tax. Great Britain, in the same years, 
w’as putting through a corresponding programme of reforms. 
But in France they w^ere obstructed at ever^^ stage, and the 
split between Radicals and Socialists brought the programme 
almost to nought. No similar concerted effort w^as to be made 
until the Popular Front programme of 1936 — a generation 
later: a generation too late.^ 

Thus the experience of the pre-war years bred disillusion- 
ment amongst the working classes, and spread the conviction 
that social reform was, in the existing system and with the pre- 
vailing balance of parties, subordinated to the political mechan- 
ism of parliamentary manoeuwes. It strengthened the extra- 
parliamentary forces — especially the trade unions — ^which had 
indeed been partly responsible for the failures of these years. 
Had they thrown their weight into support for the Socialist 
parties, and refrained from arousing fears amongst the Radicals 
which were too powerful for their own resources to overcome by 
force, more would have been gained in good time. Instead, 
many Left-wing energies were distracted into the channels of 
anti-militarism and opposition to the expenditure on national 

^ Cf. D. Halevy: La Decadence de la Liherti (1931), p. 47. He there 
gives a valuable analysis of the general elections held between 1871 
and 1914? designed to show what questions were asked at elections, 
and what forces lay behind the political activity of the Third Republic. 

* For details of Clemenceau’s programme, see E. Lavisse: op. cit., 
Vol. VIII, p, 254. 
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seciirity during the decade before 1914. These are the years 
when pacifism spread and deepened on the Left, and that old 
role of standing for national security and independence which 
had most distinguished the Left of Gambetta’s day became now 
the role of the Right — the traditionalists and clericalist-mili- 
tarists such as the Action frangaise^ and the Conservative Re- 
publicans. The doctrine that ‘the worker has no country’ was 
replacing the old Jacobin tradition of ‘the country in danger’. 
Gustave Herve, a follower of Deroidede and the Boulangists 
when young, became a leading pacifist. He edited the anti- 
militarist Piou Piou de V Tonne. He came to represent the ex- 
treme pacifist wing of the Socialist Party, embarrassing to 
Jaures and the moderates: imtil he became a noisy patriot 
again in the war and post-war years. In xA.ugust 1914 his 
pacifist weekly La Guerre Sociale became overnight the fire-eat- 
ing daily La Victoire^ urging ‘an authoritative Republic’. He 
published, in 1935, the curiously prophetic pamphlet We need 
P Stain. So does the link between wartime nationalists and post- 
war defeatists become apparent. The coimterpart is Jacques 
Doriot, most vehement of Communists before 1914, most 
muscular of Fascist collaborators after 1940. Extremes of Right 
and Left, nationalist and Marxist, could meet and join hands 
in the face of imminent defeat and in common dislike of the 
parliamentary Republic.^ 

One significant i^ue was, however, settled in these years. It 
concerned the relation between those two agencies of middle- 
class predominance already described, parliament and admin- 
istration. Developments in trade unionism raised the funda- 
mental question: how far should the fonctionnaires be allowed to 

^ Gustave Herv6 is a significant and undxily neglected figure in the 
transitions of opinion in these years. His pamphlet of 1935 (which some 
have argued reveals the hand more of Alibert, fiiend of Maurras and 
P^tain’s first Minister of Justice in Jime 1940) was widely read at the 
time. It includes the ominous remark: ‘In peace time it is not possible 
to upset a regime by a coup d’Stat^ unless that regime is acquiescent and 
has no supporting elements in the armed forces, the civil service, or 
the population. Only in wartime and especially in a moment of defeat, 
when every citizen is armed, can the operation succeed’ (p. 60). 
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form trade unions, and what should be the rights of such com- 
binations as against the State? There were well over half a 
rr^ionf onctionnaires by 1906. The elementary school-teachers 
and postal and telegraph workers, especially, voiced grievances 
against the terms of their employment. Associations among 
State employees had been legalized by the Associations Law of 
1901. But the teachers wanted to make these associations into 
fUll trade unions and join the C.G.T. Their immediate griev- 
ances concerned the conditions of promotion, and they accused 
the authorities of discrimination against Socialists. They were 
joined by the lesser civil servants, who complained that within 
the service wage scales, promotion and terms of service were 
chaotic, and that political influence was rampant. The cabinet 
or personal staff of each minister grew in size and was recruited 
from aspiring young politicians appointed as much to oblige 
other politicians as on personal merit. When the minister went 
out of office these proteges were often planted out in the 
higher ranks of the bureaucracy. The profcssionalfoncfionnaires 
demanded legal definition of their rights, security of status, and 
abolition of arbitrary pow-ers within ffie hierarchy, A civil 
service career wais open not to talents so much as to political 
graft. Here was a fine Republican cry — against discrimination, 
favouritism, arbitrary power — raised from within the very 
heart of the State itself. Radical governments had to listen, 
however responsible the Radicals themselves had been for 
producing this state of affairs. 

But Clemenceau, then Prime Minister, took a stubborn 
stand against these demands. He refused to admit ‘an anony- 
mous organization of irresponsible fonctionnaires which . . . 
would deprive the Chamber of control over the government’. 
His attitude led to the general strike of 1909. The conflict was 
won by Clemenceau and the Chamber: but at the cost of split- 
ting Radicals from Socialists, and frustrating aU the rest of his 
progra mm e of social reforms. The immediate grievances of the 
strikers w^ere answered: but they were granted no ^Statute of 
Fonctionnaires^ defining their status, as they had desired. In the 
event, parliamentary sovereignty was once again asserted, this 
time over its own employees. 
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Yet the effect of the victory was little more than a delaying 
action. In subsequent years, and especially after 1918, trade 
unions and associations of every kind were to go on growing, 
even within the administration. In time every branch of the 
administration had a powerful union, grouped into the Federa- 
tion des fonctionnaires and the Cartel des Services Publics, In 1930, 
they secured membership of the Central Council of French 
Trade Unions, the Government permitted the development, 
and adjusted wages to the price rise. Nor has the change meant 
strikes: it was resbtance to the change which had produced the 
strikes. Although the status oi fonctionnaires was not recognized 
and codified into one Statute, security was given piecemeal, 
and reermtment, promotion, dismissal and disciplinary action 
were all regulated by fixed rules. The long delay and the un- 
systematic treatment of the problem are expressive of all 
French government and politics in the twentieth century. The 
positive State was accepted with great reluctance.^ 


The Impact of War 

No student of the French war-effort between 1914 and 1918 
can help being filled with admiration. Against heavy odds — a 
dwindling population and inferior military preparation; within 
a generation of Sedan and the extortions of the Treaty of 
Frankfort; still weary from the exertions and disruptions of the 
Dreyfus affair and the pre-war social unrest: the people of 
France braced themselves for invasion, disaster and total war, 
with high courage and impressive solidarity. ‘The country in 
danger’ again asserted its spell: and nation^ solidarity proved 
superior to party spirit. 

The outbreak of war was preceded by a heated debate on 
the desirability of raising the period of compulsory military 
service from two to three years, as it had been between 1889 

^ Gf. Leroy: Le Droit des Fonctionnaires (1906); E. Lavisse: op. cit 
Vol. VIII, Book II, Chapter IX; documents in L. D. White (ed.). 
The Cwil Service in the Modem State (1930), with an introductory essay: 
by Aubert Lefas. 
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and 1905. The proposal was vigorously attacked by Jaur^s on 
the grounds that the military theory underlying the proposal 
was false: that French generals clung too tightly to their faith 
in a highly trained and disciplined ‘active army’, and had too 
little faith in the mass of the nation trained, within a period of 
two years, to be spirited fighting men in time of need. He 
wanted a democratic army, and in 1 9 10 outlined its basis in his 
amazingly prophetic book UArmee JVouvelle. It was a plea for 
reliance on the deep human and spiritual reserves of the nation. 
To pin all hope — as most official strategists of the time were 
doing — on a first great initial clash betw^een highly tempered and 
barracks-disciplined forces, and to neglect the great power of 
the reserves, would be fatal. He argued for ‘a strong, democratic 
militia, reducing barracks to the function of a training school 
and turning the whole people into an immense and vigorous 
nation-in-anns at the service of national democracy and peace’ . 
Switzerland was his model — a citizen army, avoiding all ten- 
dency to separate the army from the nation. He even looked to 
General Foch as the man to plan such a force. But the three- 
year law was passed by Barthou in 1913, and since the change 
was effected by calling up men of twenty along with those of 
twenty-one, there was an extra class of trained men in existence 
in 1914* The old invidious dispensations from service were also 
by then abolished.^ 

The result was that when mobilization was completed in 
1914—- and it was achieved quickly and smoothly thanks to the 
preparatory work done by General Joffre after 1911 — nearly 
two million trained men could be called to the colours. This 
force, and the skilful strategy of Joffre, were the main reasons 
for the ‘miracle of the Marne’ in 1914. There was not to be a 

^ Gf. J. Hampden Jackson: Jean Jaitres (1943), pp. 137 ff.; 
E. Lavisse: op. cit., Vol. VIII, p. 284 f.; and cf. above. Chapter IV, 
pp. 152 f., and below, p. 2o8n. The law of 1913 provided for three 
years service in the active Army followed by eleven years in its 
reserves 5 then for seven years in the territorial army followed by seven 
years in its reserves. Thus the High Command had some direct con- 
trol over all Frenchmen between twenty and forty-eight. This 
arrangement prevailed until 1923. 
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second Sedan — until 1940. France had survived: but only just, 
and with immense losses of both blood and soil, of which only 
the soil could be recovered. 

It is not within the scope of this study to examine the 
events of the war years, but only to estimate their impact on 
French government and French political life. Her northern 
provinces were invaded, her industrial areas ravaged by fifty- 
two months of unbroken warfare. Mines, factories, cities and 
farms were left in ruins. Her direct war-expenditure was esti- 
mated at some 150,000,000,000 francs. She lost nearly one and 
a half million men. Her birth-rate was still further diminished 
by war’s upheaval. In short, all her pre-war problems, indus- 
trial and demographic, had been intensified and none of them 
had been solved. Yet even these losses and the consequent ex- 
haustion would have been deemed worth it, if one thing had 
been gained: absolute national security — ^irrefrangible guaran- 
tees that she would not be in danger of such calamities again. 
To ensure this, no less than speedy reparation of the ravages of 
serving as the main western battlefield, all her post-war policy 
was inevitably directed. French politics and policy during the 
inter-war years have been too often misimderstood by inter- 
preting them mainly or even entirely in terms of the peace- 
settlement. It is one evil consequence of studying history in 
periods which begin with a peace-settlement. They are com- 
prehensible only in terms of ^e war as well as of the peace — of 
the experience baldly outlined above, and the consequent re- 
solve that the same should never happen again, as well as of 
the national obsession with preserving the 1919 status guo in 
Europe and zenophobic hatred of the Bocke. 

But what, meantime, of the political repercussions of the 
ordeal inside France? How was the Third Republic affected in 
its spirit, working and conventions by the necessities of fighting 
the war? 

The changing internal balance of social forces was, as in 
most other belligerent countries, speeded up by the war. Be- 
cause France was not liable to starvation by naval blockade, 
and the demand for feeding the country had to be met primar- 
ily by French agriculture despite great shortage of labour, it 
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was a period of prosperity for the peasants not within the battle- 
zone itself. But heavy industry and mining developed fast, and 
France emerged from the war, and from post-war reconstruc- 
tion, a more highly industrialized nation. A hundred milliards 
of francs were spent on reconstruction of the devastated areas, 
and the recovery of Alsace and Lorraine augmented France’s 
industrial resources and her industrial population. Her indus- 
trial man-power, even more than her farm labour, was 
supplemented by foreign immigrants, on the scale already 
described.^ 

With the growth of industry, the inner tension between in- 
dustrial oligarchy and industrial workers assumed more front- 
rank importance in French politics. At the same time, the posi- 
tion of the middle and professional classes was depressed by the 
war. The broadest contrast between pre-war and post-war 
France was the replacement of dynastic and clericalist issues 
by economic and financial issues. The growing power of the 
banks and trusts on one hand, of the Socialist, Communist and 
trade union movements on the other, forced problems which 
had previously been latent or secondary enough to be ignored 
or tackled piecemeal, into the centre of the political stage. 
The reluctance or inability of the parties given power by ^e 
existing constitutional arrangements to tackle these problems 
led to a long series of proposals for the reform of the constitu- 
tion — some of them a revival of pre-war schemes. They also led 
to consideration of new principles of taxation and financial 
policy, which brought into the open forum of public debate 
the underlying conflict of economic interest between property- 
owners and wage-earners. At every stage these issues linked up 
closely with issues of foreign policy; and the second main 
feature of post-war France is the constant interaction between 
domestic and foreign affairs. This had been not uncommon be- 

^ Cf. above. Chapter II, p. 46. On the economic and social 
effects of the war on French life, sec D. W. Brogan: op. cit., pp. 5 1 1-34; 
and the specialist studies of Arthur Fontaine: French Industry during the 
War (1927), and W. F. Ogburn and W. Jaff6: The Economic De- 
velopment of Post-War France (1929), 
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fore 1914. It became a dominant characteristic after 1918.^ 
The climax of this convergence of threats — the internal threat 
to civil order and political stability from social tensions, and 
the external threat to national security from the resurgence of 
Germany and the breakdown of international peace — was 
reached in 1936. The foreign-aided Cagoidard conspiracy was 
symbolic. For these* reasons, just as the turn of the century had 
been the climax of conflicts in the first half of the Republic’s 
history, so 1936 was the climax of conflicts in the second half. 

There is even a similarity of pattern between the events of 
these years of crescendo, 1905 and 1936. Each begins with a 
political scandal — the Panama scandal and the Dreyfus case 
corresponding to the Stavisky scandal of 1934. Each crisis pro- 
duced street riots and demonstrations, especially in Paris. Each 
was tackled by a belated rallying of the parties of the Left to 
‘save the Republic’ — the Bloc des Gauches in 1905 and the Front 
Populaire in 1936. Each domestic crisis coincided with a clim- 
acteric in foreign affairs — the Anglo-French Entente in 1904 
and the German re-militarization of the Rhineland in 1936. 
Each was accompanied by the formulation (again belatedly) 
of a comprehensive programme of social and economic re- 
forms, doomed to fragmentary fulfilment. The whole history 
of the Third Republic was dominated by the curious rhythm of 
one supreme crisis every generation — in the five years before 
1875, before 1905 and before 1940. 

The nature of the ‘modem ch^enge’ to French democracy 
can best be examined by considering the circumstances and the 
response to the last beat of this rhythm, in 1936. But it can only 
be fully understood in the light of the connexions and transi- 
tions between these three great crises. The ground common to 
all is the challenge of war to national security, and the reper- 
cussions of the experience of war on the national outlook and 
institutions. The transition from one crisis to the other is due to 
the changing balance of social forces inside France — this bal- 

^ These constitutional and financial reforms are discussed below, 
pp. 184 ff. and 192 ff. Cf. Pierre Renouvin: The Form of War 
Government in France (1927); and G. Jtee and H. Truchy: The War 
Finance of France (1927). 
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ance itself being deeply affected by the preparation and ordeal 
of war. Parliamentary institutions survived in France by means 
of a perpetual tight-rope performance. The sudden swings from 
Right to Left, the lurches and hesitations which so alarmed 
her friends, were often but the signs of the skill of Marianne in 
keeping her balance. The defensive posture into which French 
democracy was so often thrown was a consequence of the same 
necessities. The Maginot Line was but the military version of a, 
wider mental outlook and a general set of national conditions, 
of which the ‘form of government that divided Frenchmen 
least’ was the political expression and the neglect of timely 
social reforms was the economic expression. It is less remark- 
able that la gueuse — as her enemies called Marianne — should 
have been at last strangled by them when she fell in 1940, than 
that she should have been able to sustain her performance for 
so long, and after each stumble had been able to dust herself 
down and continue on her precarious way. 

Political Problms igi8-40 

Given a world of growing industrialism, fr^h tensions be- 
tween capital and labour, a speedier tempo of events, what 
self-adjustments did democracy in France attempt? It was 
a priori unlikely that constitutional arrangements made in the 
peculiar circumstances of the eighteen-seventies and only 
slightly revised since, should be appropriate to the new condi- 
tions of the post-war years. This was apparent to many leading 
French thinkers and politicians, and from time to time pro- 
posals for constitutional, political and administrative reform 
were mooted either in parliament or in public discussion. 
Extremely few of these ever reached the statute book. 

Extension of the vote to women was frequently proposed. 
There was a small suffragette movement. The Chamber even 
agreed on occasions, but the Senate regularly voted against 
it. It was left to the Provisional Government of 1944 to 
give votes to women in the first French general elections 
after the defeat of Germany. So long as the Right had litde 
faith in universal suffrage, Ae Left feared clericalist influence 
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over women voters, and all party organizations were inclined 
to resist any change which might upset their constituency com- 
mittees, litde could be achieved. French devotion to the family 
and the legal traditions of the Roman paterfamilias equally 
militated against separate political power for husband and 
wife. 

Schemes for proportional representation were likewise fre- 
quently put forward, and in 1919 one half-hearted experiment 
of the kind was attempted. It was combined with the second 
experiment in scrutin de liste rather than scrutin uninomvnal. The 
larger unit of the departement was made the voting area, in 
which electors chose not merely between rival candidates for 
their own arrondissement but instead for rival lists of candidates 
drawn up by the party organizations. In 191 1 a parliamentary 
committee* of the Chamber had been set up to make recom- 
mendations, and the change w^as supported by groups on the 
extreme Right and extreme Left. The arguments used in its 
favour were that it would drive the smaller groups into forming 
party orgamizations, that it would tend to emphasize issues of 
general national policy as against local and sectional interests 
and presstires, and would obviate the bother and possible cor- 
ruption of a second ballot. It was opposed on the groimds that 
it would imduly strengthen the grip of party caucus over the 
candidate, and by consolidating groups would make a govern- 
mental, majority stiU more difficult to attain and to keep. The 
following year Poincare adopted a draft law, based on the 
scheme of transferable votes suggested by the mathematician- 
politician, Painlev6 The Opposition, headed by Jaur^, de- 
feated the proposal in the Chamber by 497 votes against 91. 
The attempted compromise was so complicated that the scheme 
was shelved when the Senate voted against it. 

In 1919 a very restricted version of the scheme was put into 
practice, whereby proportional representation only began to 
apply at the second ballot, that is when there was no clear 
party majority in a departement on the first ballot. Where there 
was, that party got ail the seats. The result was to give a great 
advantage to electoral discipline — ^which happened at the time 
to be much stronger on the Right than on the Left. The fissure 
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of Communism was developing within the Socialist Party, and 
the Radicals feared close co-operation with the Socialists. The 
elections gave a large majority to the Bloc Xational^ including 
most parties to the right of the Socialists, of w^hich the common 
motives were fear of Communism after the Bolshe\ik Revolu- 
tion of 1917 and severity towards Germany. The elections of 
1 924 gave a similarly sweeping majority to the Cartel des Gauckes^ 
because by then the party organization of the Left was the 
better. Experience seemed to show that the existing arrange- 
ment might group parties for elections but not for the forming 
of governments. Its complexity made it unpopular, and after 
several tinkerings it was swxpt aw’ay with scruiin de lisle in 1 927.^ 
Even the procedure of voting was questioned and recon- 
sidered from time to time. It was 1913 before really secret 
ballot was ensured. Only after the law of that year could the 
voter retire into a cubicle to place his paper in an envelope. 
This change had been repeatedly blocked by the Senate. The 
system of second ballot, to which French democracy remained 
remarkably faithful, was nearly abolished in 1 932 by the par- 
ties of the Right. It enabled the formation of electoral ‘cartels’, 
whereby groups could bargain beforehand to support at the 
second ballot whichever was the more successful at the first, in 
order to preclude their common rivals. The Radicals and 
Socialists frequently used this device: but since the bargain 
was again limited to electioneering and did not involve mutual 
support later inside parliament it was argued that it helped to 
produce a hiatus between the wishes of the electors and the 
party manoeuvres in parliament. But where so many small 

^ For further details of the debates on proportional representa- 
tion, see E. Lavisse: op. cit., Vol. VIII, pp. 269-71, 275-84; A 
fismein: op. dt,, Vol. II, pp. 330-52, For the text of the Law of 
12 July 1919, estabHshii^ proportional representation, see Duguit, 
Monnier and Bonnard, op. cit: pp. 368-71. It was modified by the 
Laws of 15 March 1924 (ibid., p. 380), and of 8 April 1924 (ibid., 
P* S^S)* "Was repealed by the Law of 21 July 1927 (ibid., pp. 
386-9). A form of proportional representation was adopted for the 
first general elections after liberation — ^the elections to the National 
Constituent Assembly in October 1945. 
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groups existed, the stimulus it gave to even partial coalition 
probably produced more good than harm.^ 

Apart from these slight changes, the drift of all constitu- 
tional adjustment reafiOrmed rather than weakened the power 
of the elected assemblies against both the executive power on 
one hand and the electorate on the other. The President’s 
power was progressively weakened during the first half of the 
Republic by the Macmahon crisis of 1877, the Wilson scandal 
connected with Jules Grevy which led to Grevy’s resignation in 
1887, and the election of Carnot to succeed him. The first three 
Presidents had been forced out of office, and Carnot was 
chosen on Clemenceau’s advice — ‘Vote for the stupidest’ — as a 
deliberate rejection of Jules Ferry who was too positive a char- 
acter to suit the parties or the country. ‘Thiers had been chosen 
as the greatest living French statesman; Macmahon as the most 
honourable French soldier; Grevy had been elected in 1879 
because of what he had said in 1848; Carnot w^as elected in 
1887 because of what his grandfather had done in 1793.’^ 
Weak successors like Loubet and Faliieres had reduced the 
office to an impotence from which it was only temporarily 
saved by the sensational election of Poincare in 1913. Once 
more expressive of the foreign situation as much as of domestic 
politics, his election in spite of Glemenceau’s opposition and 
the Radical majority in power, meant that in future the Presi- 
dent would represent a compromise choice between parties 
rather than the party majority at the moment of election. 
Poincare’s resolve to strengthen the power of his new office was 

^ The constitutional Law of 30 November 1875 (Article 5) had 
laid down ‘Le vote est secret’. The Law of 29 July 1912 laid down new 
and much more elaborate provisions for ensuring absolute privacy and 
complete secrecy for the voter: cf. Duguit, Monnier and Bonnard: 
op. cit,, p. 354 ff. for its text; and A fcmein: op. cit., Vol. II, p. 354 ffl 
for a commentary on it. The Law of 31 March 1914 (ibid., p. 362 fif.) 
made still more provisions to prevent corruption during elections. 
On the ‘second ballot’, cf. above. Chapter II, pp. 93 f; and see 
A fismein: op. cit., VoL II, p. 327 ff. 

* Cf. D. W. Brogan: op. dt., p. 198. See also ibid., pp. 445-6, 
568-9, 584-5. 
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expressed in his message to the two chambers. ‘The diminish- 
ing of executive power is in accord with the wishes of neither 
the Chamber nor the country.^ But although he was accused of 
interfering over-vigorously in the government of Briand who 
succeeded him as Prime Minister, his example was followed by 
only one of his successors — Millerand — ^with decisive results. 
He compelled Briand to resign in 19252, openly opposed the 
Cartel des Gauches^ and supported the Bloc J/ational in the general 
elections of 1924. When Herriot, as leader of the triumphant 
Cartel, refused to assume responsibility with Millerand in 
office, he was forced out in the same way as the first four Presi- 
dents of the Republic. Doumergue and Doumer who followed 
exerted considerable influence on governmental composition 
because of the frequency of ministerial crises and their own per- 
sonal tact. But the positive leadership and executive strength 
which French democracy so much needed could not consist- 
ently come from the man in the £lysee. 

Proposals to strengthen the Presidency by direct popular 
election on the American model, instead of by the two cham- 
bers, met with no response. More frequent and persuasive argu- 
ments that the President (or the government) should be given 
the power to dissolve the Chamber and appeal to the country, 
on die English model, were equally rebuffed. M. Andre Tar- 
dieu pleaded for such a change — ^which would indeed have 
been revolutionary in the Third Republic, since it would have 
xmdercut the very basis of parliamentary sovereignty and con- 
trol over the executive. Doumergue, in September 1934, put 
the proposal for giving the Prime Minister the personal right to 
dissolve the Chamber in the forefront of his schemes for 
strengthening the executive power and preventing so many, 
cabinet crises. Raymond Poincar6 lamented the lapsing of the 
Presidential right of dissolution. Leon Blum argued, in his 
Reforme goudemementale and elsewhere, for the strengthening and 
stabilizing of the executive power. So men of experience of all 
parties were aware of the defects of the working system: yet no 
definitive move was ever made to remedy them.^ 

^ Cf. A. Tardieu: UHeure de la Decision (1934), and the abbrevi- 
ated version of it, La Rtforme de VRtai {1934), and Mitier Parlementaire 
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If one reason for this is the interest of most practising politi- 
cians and most political parties in evading any venture into 
the unknown which might prejudice their existing powers, an- 
other is the facility with which governments could resort to 
rule by decree instead of by formal legislation. In times of 
emergency — ^which were so frequent after 1914 — the constitu- 
tional pouvoir reglementaire of the President, and the juristic doc- 
trine of his wielding the power to make reglements de necessiti^ 
combined to make virtual government by decree familiar 
enough to Frenchmen. Parliament was prorogued from August 
to December 1914, and even when it met regularly, decrees 
went on being issued freely to speed up necessary and urgent 
measures. The habit lasted through the inter-war years, and 
was extended by parliamentary willingness to grant plenary 
powers for specific purposes: although when Blum in 1937 and 
Chautemps in 1938 asked for such plenary powers to issue 
(1937); A. Werth: The Destiny of France (1937), p. 80; L. Blum; La 
Riforme Goxwemementde (1936), Chapter II 2Lnd passim; R. Poiacare: 
How France is Governed {1913), p. 180; A fismem: op. dt., VoL II, 
p. 180 fil 

Prevost-Paradol, in his Zfl France XouveUe of 1868, described 
(p. 142 ff.) the right of dissolution as the necessary counterpoise to 
parliamentary government, but regarded a constitutional monarch, 
raised above parties, as the best repository for this right, and an upper 
chamber as a valuable check on its exercise by the Government. In 
1875 the Senate was given this function of, as it were, arbitrating be- 
tween President and Chamber in the event of a deadlock leading to 
dissolution (Law' of 25 February 1875, Article 5). When the Senate 
tended more and more to side with the Chamber against the Presi-. 
dent, this provision in fact helped to block the President’s use of his 
power of dissolution and so helped to increase Presidential impotence. 
A further check (instituted in 1878) w’as that certain powers of the 
President lapsed during the interval between a dissolution and the 
first session of a new Chamber, as a guarantee against a coup d^etd. 
But all such checks were in practice unnecessary, since no President 
after Macmahon in 1877 ventured to dissolve the Chamber. 

Tardieu suggested, in addition to giving Government and Senate 
the right of dissolution, equal political rights for women and a system 
of referendum [La Riforme de PjStat): these ideas were adopted only in 
1945 - 
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financial decrees, they were defeated. The chief reason was the 
extent to which Laval had abused the power in 1935 — tissuing 
some 500 decrees aimed at economies and deflation.^ 

But before 1937, parliament on occasion willingly gave au- 
thority to the President to make rules for certain purposes, as in 
1926, to enable the overhaul of the administration. Jurists 
argued at great length as to the consdtutionai theory- and 
implications of such action: but in general all such powers w^ere 
supposed to be controlled by parliament either through a 
specific grant for a fixed period, and for a special purpose; or 
through later ratification of the rules so made; or ultimately 
through normal parliamentary control over the ministry. This 
last was so effective, wfith interpellations and the regular 
facility for overthrowing a ministry-, that even drastic powers 
could never be said to carry the government beyond the reach 
of parliamentary authority, as did the famous Article 48 of the 
constitution of the German Weimar Republic. 

If parliament as a whole amply preserved its powders against 
both electorate and executive, what of the relations between 
the two halves of parliament itself. Senate and Chamber? 
Here the basic fact was normal agreement betw’-een the two 
houses. Despite the original intentions behind the Senate as an 
institution, and the very different modes of election of the two 
houses, there was seldom any real clash between them. When 
measures passed by the Chamber were turned down by the 
Senate, it was as often as not because the Chamber had allowed 
the measure to pass knowing that the Senate could be relied 
upon to block it. Leading figures flitted easily from Chamber 
to Senate, and party formations were broadly akin in both 
houses, despite differences of label. 

It is true that the very’- existence of a second house served as 
an additional obstacle to new legislation. It is true that the 

^ Many of Laval’s decrees had in fact little to do with finance: 
such as the decree prohibiting foreigners living in France from keep- 
ing carrier pigeons! Conversely, he showed little enthusiasm in apply- 
ing by decree the laws against the Fascist and semi-Fasdst leagues, 
and suppressed only one — the Camdots da cf. A Werth: op. dt., 
p. 152 and Chapter XII. 
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Senate in many ways served as a Conservative force^ as it had 
always been intended to do. It is true, above all, that the 
Senate before 1884 represented the peasants and the villages 
in absurd excess over the larger towns, and that after 1884 it 
represented most favourably the small market towns of 1 0,000 
to 1 5,000 inhabitants. By its nature it emphasized provincial- 
ism. Yet the system worked as most Frenchmen, or at least most 
politically effective French people, wanted it to work. The best 
evidence of this is the moderate change effected in 1884 and 
1919, the absence of serious clashes between the two houses 
until 1 936, and the almost total lack of any vigorous movement 
to reform or abolish the Senate in modem times. The tact of 
Senators explains much and reveals much. As Professor 
Vaucher puts it: ‘Senators were given privileges equal to those 
of the Deputies, except that they must take no initiative in 
matters of finance. However, they refrained from using them 
fiilly, applied the brake with moderation, avoided entering 
into open conflict with the other house, and submitted to the 
will of the country whenever it was clearly expressed.’ More- 
over, where the popular theoretical assumption is that the 
‘sovereignty of the people’ and ‘universal suffirage’ must pre- 
vail, the more democratically elected house inevitably 
triumphed over the house which was indirectly and less fire- 
quently elected. Nevertheless, in the two questions of finance 
and foreign policy the Senate took an increasing interest and 
assumed greater importance during the inter- war years 

This general complacency about the existing system and this 
general preference for changelessness, compromise and half- 
measures, go far towards explaining the inertia of the Third 
Republic in dealing with the social and economic changes of 
the inter-war years. As that shrewd commentator, Paul Guerin, 
expressed it, ‘The regime is paradoxical, Conservative in purse, 
revolutionary at heart; extremist and idealist in its programmes, 
opportunist and moderate in its action; admiring great men 
but refusing them power; captivated by eloquence and words, 

iCf. Paul Vaucher: Post-War France (1934)5 Chapter I, p. 29- 
L6011 and many Socialists were in favour of abolishing the 

Senate, but did not make it a prime issue. 
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but freely changing its orators in a dizzy inerT}^-go-round; 
little preoccupied with essential problems but generally solving 
them at the last minute: the Republic d la frangaise has nothing 
quite like it in the world. ... It lives by suppleness and adroit- 
ness. It is a regime of perpetual deals; one might say of com- 
promise, if this wwd were not .too “compromising’". It is the 
system of government of an independent, rich and happy 
people.’^ 


Economic and Social Problems^ igiS-^o 

The most controversial of these post-war economic issues 
w^as that of currency and finance. Before the war, Caillaux had 
proposed a moderate income tax — a sensational innovation in 
Republican France. It came to nought then, and France went 
through three years of war before she at last instituted this 
method of paying for the war which to most other countries 
had long seemed obvious. The tax imposed in 1917, compli- 
cated and mild in application, affected little the actual financ- 
ing of the war. What divided parties most in the post-war 
years, when the tax was kept on, was whether it should be 
moderated or made steeper in incidence. The Socialists and 
Communists favoured it as against the indirect taxation so 
beloved of the more orthodox, and even proposed a capital 
levy as well. The more Conservative parties opposed it on 
groimds of ‘fiscal inquisition’ — the old fear of excessive govern- 
ment power and the State’s gaining overmuch control over the 
family and individual income. Evasion of taxation, among all 
classes but especially by the peasants, became widespread and 
rampant. Again, the practical effect was a half-hearted com- 
promise typical of the parliamentary Republic at its least virile 
— ^retention of income tax but weak application of it against 
the most powerful blocs in the electorate.^ 

This humanly comprehensible but nationally reprehensible 
^ Cf, Paul Guerin: Le Probleme Frangais (1939), p. 43 f. 

® Cf. D. W. Brogan: op. cit, p. 516 ff.; Paul Vaucher: op. cit., 
p. 104 ff.; and the specialist studies of R. H. Haig: The Public Finances 
qf Post-War France (1929); and J. H. Rogers: The Process of Inflation in 
France^ (1929). 
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aversion to income tax, combined with affection for indirect 
taxes such as customs, excise, estate and stamp duties, domi* 
nated French finance during the inter- war years. Since the 
war could be paid for only by taxation, loans, inflation or 
reparations, the less reliance that was placed on taxation the 
more firequent had to be recourse to the second and third 
methods, and the more insistent were demands for the fourth. 
In this way financial policy was doubly connected with foreign 
policy: for not only did insistence on Germany’s full payment 
of reparations force a rift between France and her main ally, 
Britain, and result in the French occupation of the Ruhr in 
1923; but also the excessive recourse to short-term loans and 
unbalanced budgets linked public confidence, and therefore 
the fi*anc, with governmental prestige at home and national 
prestige abroad. Even financial stability was a function of 
national security, and not vice versa. 

Gomrqercial policy reflected similarly the internal balance 
of social interests, and was closely linked with foreign policy. 
Largely because of her financial policy and her reliance on 
indirect taxation for revenue, but also because of the strength 
of peasant and agricultural interests, France remained a 
strongly protectionist and even mercantilist coimtry. Before the 
war ^ere had been two distinct tarifis, a general and a mini- 
mum. Governmental control of imports during the war made 
it possible for duties to be imposed by ministerial decree, and 
the level of tariffs varied a great deal in the immediate post- 
war years. In 1926, parliament decreed a general increase of 
30 per cent. Again out-of-date methods and crude adjust- 
ments were preferred to systematic overhaul, because of the 
conflict of groups and classes. Industrial needs for freer im- 
ports were subordinated to agricultural protection and even 
subsidy. Commercial agreements with other coimtries for the 
lowering of tariffs became frequently a diplomatic instrument.^ 

^ Cf. George Peel: The Economic Polity of France (1937) 5 
Einzig: Framers Crisis (1934)3 which is an appeal for a timely eco- 
nomic overhaul as part of urgent national regeneration, and which 
acquires poignancy in the light of later events; cf. also J. H. Rogers: 
op. cit. 
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Problems of labour organization and social seciirity for the 
workers raised their heads immediately after the war. During 
the war trade unions had been growing fast. In Tours, for ex- 
ample, the number of unionists rose from 2,000 to 10,000 be- 
tvv'een 1914 and 1920, and total membership was about two 
million by 1920. New national federations had been formed, 
such as the federation of railw^aymen. The metal-workers* 
unions throve on the munitions industry. The numerous strikes 
were fought mainly over w’age-increases and working condi- 
tions. Apart from incidents like the large and serious strike in 
the Paris munitions factories in March 1918, which was any- 
how started in spite of many of the unions, the unions were on 
tolerably good terms with the Government. Again a w^orking 
compromise was reached in face of the enemy. In 1917, arbi- 
tration, of strikes w^as made compulsory. In return, Clemenceau 
passed an eight-hour bill. Workers’ delegates (shop-stewards) 
served as a link between Government and workers in the fac- 
tories. By 1919 collective bargaining had been legalized. The 
greatest new force of cleavage and disruption came from with- 
out — again a matter of foreign affairs: it was the reverbera- 
sions of the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia in 1917. Here was 
the ‘modem challenge’ in its most acute social form. 

Its effects on the Left have been aheady noted. Its effects on 
the Right and the Centre were no less disruptive. The idea of a 
cordon saniiaire against Bolshevism in eastern Europe was 
largely French in origin, and it was Clemenceau in December 
1919 who spoke of un fil de fer barbele. Left-wing and organized 
Labour movements at home were now regarded with a new 
horror, and the large loans which French financiers and bour- 
geoisie had sunk in the Tsarist government left these classes 
permanently fearful of the spread of Bolshevism to France. In- 
deed all French parties save the extreme Left now felt that 
they had two enemies in Emope — the traditional national 
enemy, Germany, and the new social enemy, the Third Inter- 
national or Comintern, operating from Moscow. Political atti- 
tudes and policies tended to swing from one bias to the other, 
according to whether Germany or Bolshevism was regarded at 
that moment as ‘Public Enemy Number One’. Before the rise 
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of Hitler to power in Germany, this ambiguin* mattered little 
in foreign policy. After his rise, French policy as guided by the 
Right-wing and Centre governments of Barthou and Laval, 
made the Franco-Soviet Treaty. Republican France had as 
little in common, ideologically, with Bolshevik Russia as she 
had had with Tsarist Russia: and all her relations with 
Russia were dictated ultimately by her position vis-a-als 
Germany.^ 

But internal poHtics were another matter. Anti-Republican 
forces which had learned to put up v^ith the parliamentary 
regime so long as it had a natural bias towards Conservatism 
and the strict protection of private property now merged their 
anti-Communism into their anti-Republicanism, and began 
to clamour for a more authoritarian regime. To the old Royal- 
ist, anti-Republican movements such as the Action frartfaise, 
dating from 1905, was added the Croix de Fey, movement of 
Colonel de la Roeque (an ex-service men’s organization 
foimded in 1927, w^hich ‘during 1934 became the rall>dng- 
point for the Conservative youth of France’) : wdth it were 
linked the Volontcdres Naiionaux and the Camelois du Rou There 
was the Jeunesses PatrioieSy formed in 1924 under Pierre Tait- 
tinger out of the post-war remnants of Deroul^e’s old Ligue 
des Patriotes which played so important a part in the Boulanger 
and Dreyfus affairs. Its ofheial aim was declared to be ‘to de- 
fend the National Territory against the dangers of internal 
revolution, to increase public prosperity and to improve our 
public institutions’. Even more openly Bonapartist in senti- 
ment was the Solidarite Frangaisey founded significantly in 1933 
by the perfumier Coty. Its paper, Ami du Peuple and its slogan 
‘France for the French’ purported to appeal to a combination 
of ultra-democratic and nationalistic sentiment as against par- 
liamentary Republicanism, the Jews and the Communists. Its 
leader after Coty’s death in 1934 was Jean Renaud, and its 
recruits came chiefly from the rowdy younger members 

1 Cf. above, Chapter II, pp. 51-53, and Chapter III, pp. 71-74; 
Arnold Wolfers: Britain and France between two Wars (1940), p. 132 ff.; 
D. J. Saposs: The Labour Movement in PosUWar France (1931), passim. 
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of the petite bourgeoisie and a few discontented workers.^ 

The leagues have been mentioned in descending order of 
intelligence and importance, the latter two being important 
only as potential 'storm-trooper’ formations, which together 
probably numbered between 6,000 and 8,000 in Paris and 
could thus have provided the physical force element for a coup 
d^etat But the brains and guidance came from the first two — 
the Action frangaise of Charles Maurras and Leon Daudet, and 
the Croix de Feu of la Rocque. Taken altogether, they provided 
all the elements of propaganda, private army and mystique 
which in Germany, Italy and elsewhere produced Fascist 
revolutions. And between 1934 and 1936, all the circumstances 
favourable to a Fascist revolution co-existed in France. They 
are the supreme crisis-years of the Third Republic — even more 
critical, probably, than the days of the Dreyfus affair. 

The Stavisky scandal which broke in the winter of 1933-4 
brought the crisis to a head. Since the end of 1930 France had 
had ten different nodnistries, and the musical-chairs atmosphere 
of parliamentary politics had become absurd. The economic 
slump had hit France later than other coimtries, and unemploy- 
ment-figures were increasing alarmingly. Government had 
seemed paralysed, and did little to counter the slump. Hitler 
had come into power in Germany. There were reasons enough 
for populsir unrest and disorder apart from the Stavisky expo- 
sures of corruption in the very heart of government itself. It 
became apparent at once that Stavisky could not have carried 
on his shady and crooked financial operations for the previous 
six years with impunity had he not been protected by authority 
— and this authority included politicians, judiciary, police, as 

The best analysis and account of these leagues and their share 
in French politics during the inter-war years are in Alexander Werth’s 
two books: France in Ferment (1934), and The Destiny of France (1937). 
They were later reprinted along with The Last Days of Farts as The 
Twilight of France, (1942). See also a Communist’s account in 

Maurice Thorez: France To-day and the People's Front (1936); a brief 
su m m a ry in D. W. Brogan: op. cit., pp. 669-722; or A. Zeva^: 
Histoire de la Troisiime Ripvblique (1939), Chapter XIX. Every student 
of France owes a great debt to Mr. Werth. 
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well as the biisiness world itself. The result was the organiza- 
tion of demonstrations against both government and parlia- 
ment by the Right-wing leagues — especially the Croix de Feu — 
on 6 February 1934.^ 

The only remedy which the Daladier government could 
find was to resign: which it did on 7 February. Doumergue 
formed his ministry which w^as to tide France over for the rest 
of the year. On 9 February the Communists staged protest 
demonstrations, and three days later the C.G.T. andC.G.T.U. 
combined to call a twenty-four hour general strike, to rouse the 
working class against ‘the Fascist menace’, and to warn off the 
Fascist and semi-Fascist leagues. The strike extended beyond 
Paris to most of the other big towns and many of the smaller 
towns. It marked the drawing together of Socialists and Com- 
munists against the common danger, and by July they had 
signed a United Action Pact ‘to defend democratic liberties’ by 
launching a joint campaign of pubhc meetings. At the same 
time the Radical Gaston Bergery organized a Front Commun, 
designed to appeal to the ‘non-proletarian elements of the 
population’, and to attack the ‘industrial and financial olig- 
archy’. There had been an abortive Front populaire of the 
Radicals and Socialists in the general elections of 1932, partly 
as a result of which the Radicals had gained forty-eight new 
seats and the Socialists seventeen. This success was remembered 
in 1936, and again the two parties made an electoral pact to 
withdraw their candidates in the second ballot in favour of the 
most favoured Left candidate: and this time the pact was 
joined by the Communists as well. After the experience of the 
February riots, and the authoritarianism of the Doumergue, 
Flandin and Laval governments of 1934 and 1935, the whole 
Left was able to rally and make a concerted effort at last, to 
‘save the Republic’. In the demonstrations on Bastille Day 
1935 the forces lined up in almost symbolic shape: a joint pro- 
cession of Radicals, Socialists and Communists, some 300,000 
and more strong, took place at one end of the town: a Croix de 
Feu parade, some 30,000 strong, at the other. The general 

^ On the Stavisky case, see A. Werth: France in Ferment, Chapters 
IV-VI. 
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elections of 1936 were held two months after Hitler had 
marched into the Rhineland. They were fought on the main 
issue of the Popular Front. 

The programme of the Front Populaire^ which claimed to be 
in the direct revolutionary tradition and to be ‘directly inspired 
by the watch-words of 14 July", was grouped under four heads. 
First, the ‘defence of freedom’, which meant the dissolution of 
the Fascist leagues, purification of the Press and public life 
generally, and defence of trade-union liberties. Secondly, the 
‘defence of peace’, which meant support for the League of 
Nations and the principles of collective security, and for dis- 
armament. Thirty, ‘economic demands’, which included 
systematic tackling of unemployment, reduction of the work- 
ing week, old-age pensions, a programme of public works, a 
Wheat Marketing Board, and nationalization of the Bank of 
France. Finally, ‘financial purification’, which meant estab- 
lishing a War Pensions Fund, a more steeply graded income 
tax, and more severe measures against tax-evasion. In a word 
— all the social and economic reforms which had been clamour- 
ing for attention since 1919 or earlier were to be tackled after 
the civil strife of 1934, and after Germany had seized the 
essential spring-board for her next attack on France. If the 
Popular Front experiment failed, it was not and could not be 
entirely the responsibility of the Popular Front Government 
itself. The ‘modem challenge’ was taken up at five minutes to 
twelve, thanks to the dilatory politics which were the product 
of a divided national community and a compromise parlia- 
mentary regime. That the challenge was taken up with such 
fine spirit at so late an hour is indicative of the life that still 
survived in the French democratic ideal. The Popular Front 
failed, in the sense that it lasted barely two years and gave way, 
by uneasy stages, to the Radical Government of Daladier in 
April 1938. It did not fail, in the sense that every reform car- 
ried out by it — except the institution of the forty-hour week 
which had not been specified in the Popular Front programme, 

^ On the Popular Front Programme and how much of it was 
achieved, see A. Werth: The Destiny of France^ Chapters XIV-XX. 
And cf. below. Appendix II, B. 
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but only in the G.G.T. plan — ^survived in France, far into the 
Vichy regime. 

What were these reforms? First, in time and even in import- 
ance, was the Matignon Agreement between the C.G.T. and 
the employers’ federation, the Confederation generale de la Pro* 
duction Frangaise. Blum himself presided over their joint con- 
ference at the Hotel Matignon on 6 June, to settle the stay-in 
strikes which had broken out that month ‘to push the Govern- 
ment’. The main points of the Agreement were recognidon of 
collective bargaining contracts, an all-round wage-increase 
ranging from 7 per cent to 15 per cent, and the setting up of 
workers’ delegations to deal direct with factory managers. 
Leon Jouhaux, General Secretary of the G.G.T., hailed it as 
‘the greatest victory which the working class has won in its 
whole history\ The Agreement was confirmed by the Collec- 
tive Contracts Act of June 1936. Secondly, labour conditions 
were improved by legislation: the forty-hour week and com- 
pulsory holidays with pay.^ There was much substance in the 
criticisms of these measures, that they further aggravated 
France’s industrial weakness and shortage of man-power 
dis-a-’vis Germany, at a time when the relative strength of the 
two countries was becoming of urgent relevance in foreign 
affairs. Thirdly, the Office du Ble was set up, to eliminate specu- 
lation and achieve stability of prices in wheat, by acting as a 
kind of marketing-board administered by representatives of 
all the main interests concerned, including consumers. Finally, 
the Bank of France was brought more directly under Govern- 
ment control, as already described: and so too were the arma- 
ments works. The attempts to dissolve the Fascist leagues and 
purify the Press were only partly successful: the leagues tended 
to form again under new names, and the Press laws did not 
eliminate corruption and violent scurrility from the Press. But 
both attempts showed a concentration on the right problems 
which was something new and refreshing in French politics 
between the wars. 

The Popular Front experiment neither failed nor was it oyer- 

^ On the C.G.T. attitude to Matignon and its ‘Plan’ for the 
' Renovation of French economy’, see Leon Jouhaux: La C.G.T, {^1 937) . 
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tirrow-n.' It was smothered by the looming clouds of intema- 
tionai crisis. The Rhineland, Ab^^inia and Spain raised in 
turn problems of policy which transcended and distracted 
attention from domestic reform. The drift to war overwhelmed 
ever>’tiiing else, and forced France, in a different field, into her 
old debrouillage — her bad habit of hand-to-mouth half-measures 
which introduced so much ineffectiveness and fimstration into 
her national r^ponse to the ^modern challenge’. Half a 
Maginot Line was not necessarily better than no Line: nor 
‘non-interv'ention’ and ‘appeasement’ an adequate substitute 
for aeroplanes and tanks. 

The International Position of France igiS-^q 

As the neighbour of a probable enemy country which was 
stronger than herself, France w^as driven after 1918 to an inces- 
sant search for alliances. The ‘official’ theory of the Covenant 
of the League, as expounded by President Wfison and favoured 
by Great Britain, w^as that it replaced the pre-1914 system of 
great alliances and ‘balance of power’ by a system of collective 
security and an all-embracing ‘concert of Powders’. France 
valued the League chiefly as a preventive of war, in the sense 
of preserving intact the Treaty settlement of 1919. She had 
little faith in it as a solvent of international grievances, and all 
parties agreed that France should seek more concrete support 
in a system of ‘buttressing’ alliances. France, like Britain, was 
concerned to prevent war if she could: unlike Britain, she was 
equally concerned to ensure victory in war if war should come 
to pass. She wanted security not only against war but in war.^ 

^ I owe the gist of the present argument to the admirable work 
of Arnold Wolfers: Britain and France between two Wars, On the earlier 
stages of foreign policy after 1919, see F. L. Schuman: War and 
Biplomacy in the French Republic (1931); and on the special conflicts be- 
tween Britain and France over the German problem, W. M. Jordan: 
Great Britain^ France and the German Problem, ipiS-gg (1943). 

On the forces most influential in moulding French policy from 
inside, see F. L. Sch uman : op. cft.^ W. d’Ormesson: France (1939)5 
and Paul Allard: he Qmi (POrsay (1938), and cf. above, Chapter II, 
PP- 55 - 59 * 
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U Organisation de la Paix remained her national, ail-party objec- 
tive throughout: and the differences in foreign policy between 
her successive governments depended on differences of empha- 
sis as regards means, not on differences of direction or aim. 
Even Laval, in seeking appeasement of Italy and Germany, 
and de Brinon, in seeking positive rapprochement with Germany, 
were seeking the common aim of national security by means 
different from the predominant anti-German policies. It is not 
far from Geneva to Locarno or from Locarno to Stresa: 
and little further still, diplomatically, from Stresa to Munich. 

In order to assess the connexion between French democratic 
ideas and her national policy in foreign affairs, the general 
structure of international relations after 1919 must be viewed 
as a whole. The pre-war dual system of alliances had gone, and 
neither a truly collective system nor a French diplomatic net- 
work had fully taken its place. Instead, there grew up a tri- 
angular structure of diplomatic relations, from which three 
different alliance-groups co\ild at any time appear. It was this, 
more than any one national policy, which determined the 
constant uncertainty and tensions of the inter-war years in 
Europe. 

In the West were the two democratic Powers of Britain and 
France, anti-revisionist in interests but not in concord as to 
foreign policy, save for a short period after 1924. In central 
Europe were Germany and Italy, each for different reasons a 
revisionist Power, hostile in spirit to the League and to the 
western democracies, after 1933 both Fascist and after 1936 
in alliance. In the East, the Soviet Union, at first ostracized and 
hostile to all her western neighbours, but later emerging into 
open participation in European affairs. Relations between 
any two of ^ese three groups inevitably affected the third. 
Any drawing together of the first two, as at Stresa or Munich, 
looked like an anti-Soviet bloc. Any rapprochement between the 
western democracies and Russia, as when Russia joined the 
League in 1934, meant ‘encirclement' for Germany and to a 
less degree Italy. Any sign of German-Soviet co-operation, as 
at Rapallo in 1922 or in the Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1939, made 
the democracies fear a union of single-party states against 
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democracy. Although each shift of these alignments was due 
to particular national policies, it equally meant that the foreign 
policy of the third side in the triangle was at that moment 
dictated by events. The result was twenty years of extreme 
political instability in Europe, and the emergence of a system 
of great alliances even more nerve-racking than in the years 
before 1914. 

The situation v/as still further complicated — and here with 
particular effect in France — by the co-existence, alongside 
these national conflicts, of a social and ideological conflict. Each 
of the three groups came, by the nineteen-thirties, to represent 
a specific kind of political, social and economic regime, even a 
Weltanschauung^ either Liberal, Fascist or Communist. These 
differences of social structure and outlook were not distinct, 
but overlapped, so that any two could contend that they had 
certain features in common. Thus arose 'ideological fronts’, 
xisualiy negative in label— the 'anti-Comintern Pact’ for the 
'defence of European civilization against Bolshevism’: the 
'anti-Fascist’ coalition against aggressor nations: the denuncia- 
tions of the 'imperialist pluto-democracies’. Each was a tune 
played according to the drift of affinities at any one moment. 
The result was peculiarly disruptive to the democracies: especi- 
ally to that which was already internally split on other Lines, 
the Third Republic. This nexus of continental and even world 
forces alone explains the acuteness of political conflicts in 
France of the nineteen-thirties. 

Within this general framework French foreign policy passed 
through characteristic phases. In so far as the years 1919-23 
were a phase of consolidation and attempted enforcement of 
the peace settlement, and the war against Bolshevism went on 
until 1921, and the final treaty between, belligerents was the 
Treaty of Lusanne with Turkey in 1923, these first four years 
after the war may be regarded as essentially part of the period 
of peace-making. In France they saw the ascendancy of the 
Bloc National and the Right-wing nationalism of Poincare. 
French policy remained, in many ways, indistinguishable from 
that followed by Glemenceau at the Paris Conference: the 
policy of 'making Germany pay’ and ‘keeping Germany down’. 
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But in another way the exit of Glemenceau in January 1 920 is a 
crucial date in French foreign policy. 

At the Conference of Paris Clemenceau had been placed on 
the horns of a dilemma. He had to choose between either ex- 
changing the material fruits of victory over Germany — sym- 
bolized by French control of the Rhineland — ^for British and 
American guarantees: or holding on to material benefits at the 
cost of diplomatic isolation. He chose the former, and had he 
remained in power he would doubtless have continued to 
choose the former. He understood Great Britain and her policy 
in Europe much better than most Frenchmen, and he under- 
stood the alternative policies confronting France. Poincare, 
whilst ostensibly continuing French policy towards Germany, 
fell between two stools as regards French relations with Britain. 
He could not retrieve the material benefits which Glemenceau 
had surrendered: and he lost contact with Britain, w’hich he 
alienated by his policy of immediate alliances in eastern 
Europe— with Poland and the Little Entente— and above aU by 
his occupation of the Ruhr in 1923* French policy was anxious 
not to ‘sell out’ to British — ^until 1936; but by choosing the 
British horn of the dilemma in 1919, Glemenceau had already 
virtually ‘sold out’ to British policy. That the American and 
British guarantees had been meanwhile repudiated does much 
to explain the self-help policy of Poincaue: but it made it no 
more possible for him to retract Glemenceau’s choice. 

The failure of Poincare’s policy, and the tremors it produced 
in British opinion and international confidence, bred the finan- 
cial crisis of 1923-6. From these years emerged a new phase of 
French policy: the policy of Briand. The shift was represented 
in home affairs by the victory of the Coxtcl dss Gciuclus in 1 9^4^ 
in Germany by the leadership of Stresemann, and diplomati- 
cally by the Locarno agreements. It was one of attempted 
reconciliation between the western and central blocs within the 
framework of a ‘buttressed’ League, during the period of Ri^- 
sian preoccupation with internal reconstruction. It was dic- 
tated as much by reaction against the Poincare policy and by 
fear lest Britain should drift into the camp of the revisionists, as 
by any belief that Germany could be indefimtely placated 
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without drastic revision of the settlement. Such a policy of co- 
operation harmonized with the growing internationalism of the 
Left and the coincidence that Left or moderate governments 
were also in power in Britain. Germany was allowed and even 
induced to enter the League in 1926. 

It is during these years that the League itself had a pro- 
foundly disruptive e'ffect on French opinion by sharpening the 
new divisions betw^een Right and Left. The romantic hopes 
aroused by the League and the mystique of internationalism 
acted like a narcotic on the Left and disgusted the Right. 
Those sections of opinion which w'ere now 'internationalized* 
were not easily w’on back to national effort and sacrifice. 
Those who w^ere antagonized by the League w^ere attracted 
more by the ultra-nationalist temper of the Fascist movements. 
French statesmen, more than those of any other nation, seized 
upon the lime-lit forum of Geneva to maie speeches intended 
for home consumption. This penchant^ to which Briand suc- 
cumbed more than most, damaged the prestige of their own in- 
stitutions at home — ^particularly the Chamber and Senate, 
where such speeches w’ould often have been better made. When 
they were not made for home consumption, they tended to be 
vaguely idealistic and even mystical, as was described by 
Andre Maurois in his Foreword to Robert de Traz*s book The 
Spirit of Geneva: 

Every year, during the first week in September, a great and sacred 
orator (such as was the late P^re Briand or as is the Reverend Arthur 
Henderson) preaches before the Assembly of Nations a solemn sermon 
on the text of the Covenant. Then the Congregation sings its favourite 
psalms: Psalm 159, Disarmament-Security; Psalm 137, Must Politics, 
Gentlemen, have precedence over Economics? It is an excellent thing 
for the disbeliever to imdergo Church discipline, for ceremonial of 
any kind lulls to sleep and calms the passions. ... At Geneva the art 
of saying nothing has almost reached perfection. 

In Geneva — the city of Galvin and Rousseau before it was the 
city of the League — the French Left found a spiritual home, 
where its own traditions were at ease. 

Except for one day, Briand was at the Quai (POrsay firom 
April 1925 tmtil January 1932. It was the counterpart to the 



THE MODERN CHALLENGE x 205 

reign of Dclcasse a generation before. Briand was willing tq^o 
far, even in concessions to Germany, in order to harmonize 
French policy witla British. He saw the problem of French 
national security in a world setting and not merely in a Euro- 
pean setting: as witness the Briand-Kellogg Pact of 1928, his 
support for the League system as a whole, and his proposal of 
of what was erroneously called ‘European Federal Union’ in 

1930. But if the policy ever had a chance of succeeding, it was 
certainly too late by 1930. In September of that year 107 
National Socialists were elected to the German Reichstag, and 
the world economic crisis, bringing mass unemployment in its 
train, had already burst upon Europe. 

The disorientation of French policy is shown by the rapid 
swings it took in face of the new crisis. It alternated between 
appeasement and defiance, between the policy to which 
Glemenceau and after him Briand committed France, and the 
alternative policy which Poincare had tried to pursue. France 
pursued alternatives alternately. Laval held power throughout 

1931, and resumed power after the assassination of Louis 
Barthou at Marseilles in 1934. Barthou stood for consolidation 
of France’s network of alliances. Again he looked to Poland and 
the Little Entente: and to alliance with Soviet Russia, now 
becoming again a world power, through her entry into the 
League in 1934 and the Franco-Soviet Pact. He ‘set out to 
forge a new and more powerful ring of Continental alliances 
around Germany with which to supplement the now insuffi- 
cient “small ring” in central Europe and to balance the 
effects of Germany’s impending rearmament’. Laval, on the 
other hand, sought solidarity with Italy through the ‘Stresa 
Front’ of 1935 and appeasement of Mussolini’s ambitions in 
Abyssinia and Spain. Blum, confironted wth the dilemma of 
the Spanish Civil War, clung to his last straw of co-operation 
with Britain and to the policy of ‘non-intervention’ in Spain. 

The main feature of French foreign policy from 1936 on- 
wards was its complete subservience to British policy. Her 
basic weakness was Hitler’s control of the Rhineland. This not 
only gave him access to France’s most vulnerable frontier, but 
prevented France from implementing her support for her 
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eastern allies^ Poland and the Little Entente, by direct action 
against Germany. Instead, she was driven to concern herself 
so much with her own defence that little effective help could 
be given elsewhere. She came therefore to depend on British 
support as the keystone of her foreign policy. The Quai i" Or say ^ 
whatever its inclinations, could make no major move that was 
not correlated with the policy of the British Foreign Office. 
This became obvious at Munich, when the virtual merger of 
French and British policy was completed. France had separate 
and quite specific obligations to Czechoslovakia by her treaty 
of 1925. Wffien the Czechs were first menaced in May 1938, 
M. Daladier assured them that France would fulfil these 
obligations. But in July Lord Runciman was sent to Prague 
without the prior agreement of the French, and Daladier, fear- 
ful of war, of internal divisions at home, and of doing anything 
to forfeit British support, followed the initiative of Mr. Neville 
Chamberlain. It was characteristic and almost symbolic that 
the French declaration of war on Germany in September 1939 
came six hours after the British. In 1914 she had been at war 
with Germany a day earlier than Britain.^ 

But this post- 1 936 characteristic of French policy was only 
the most conspicuous manifestation of a fact which had 
haunted her since 1919: a fact which Sir Edward Grigg in his 
study of British Foreign Policy has called ‘the overburdening of 
France’. France was driven by circumstances often beyond her 
own control to follow a policy and assume undertakings which 
were beyond her own capacity to fulfil. This overburdening 
was quite distinct from internal political weakness or social 
divisions: it was inherent in the whole structure of European 
relations after 1919. ‘The main point is that France was not 
equal either in spirit or in military strength to the task of keep- 
ing Europe at peace, and that neither Britain nor the United 
States (the only powers which had the necessary resources) 

^ For a detailed account of the diplomatic relations of France 
with the X)ther Powers in the period immediately before war, see 
F. L. Schuman: Europe on the Eve, 1933^9 (1939); The French Tellow 
Book {Diplomatic Documents, 193S-9), And cf. Sir Edward Grigg: British 
Foreign Policy (1944). 
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was ready to prevent German expansion and rearmament . . . 
and if anything was more ominous of trouble than the over- 
burdening of France after 1919, it was the lack of Russian 
participation in the diplomatic arrangements designed to keep 
Germany disarmed.’ 

With the Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1939 and the Russian policy 
tow'ards Polandj Finland and the Baltic States during the first 
two years of war, the triangle of diplomatic alignments turned 
one way up: it became a war of revisionist powers against the 
anti-revisionist. With the German attack on Russia in 1941, it 
turned quickly on to its other base and became a war of satis- 
fied and peace-loving powers against Fascist aggression. The 
twin Anglo-Soviet and Franco-Soviet Treaties of 1942 and 
1944 perpetuate that alignment, and attempt to project it far 
into the future. 

All judgment of French policy, all criticism of the hesitations 
and fluctuations of parliamentary and national attitudes, and 
of French military weakness and errors of strategy between the 
two wars, must be made within the given limitations of this 
broader triangle of forces. Perhaps no Foreign Minister is ever 
a firee agent, however secure his tenure of office and however 
unanimous the parliamentary support for his policy. But in the 
peculiar circumstances of European relations in these years, no 
Foreign Minister of France could enjoy even the normal 
amount of firee agency. To her primarily, and at times alone, 
was left the task of preserving the peace settlement in Europe: 
the settlement on which not only her own security but the very 
existence of Poland, Czechoslovakia and the other succession 
states depended: and the security, too, as events were to prove, 
of Britain and the United States. If she failed it was not the 
failure of democracy or of the Third Republic. 

But even if France could not have avoided German resur- 
gence and rearmament, might she not have avoided defeat so 
rapid and complete as she suffered at Germany’s hands in 
1940? This further and secondary question raises the issue of 
responsibility for France’s relative unpreparedness for modem 
war which was explored in great detail at the Riom Trials of 
1942. The trials — originally demanded by Germany as a device 
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for presenting France as a war-monger — ^were delayed until 
1942. They were framed by Vichy to place responsibility for 
French defeat on the shoulders of the Republican politicians^ — 
Blum, Daladier and their colleagues in government betw^een 
1936 and 1939. The vigorous and eloquent defence put up by 
the accused showed that to a very large extent the blame rested 
on the General Staff and the High Command, of which Mar- 
shal Petain and Admiral Darlan had been leading members. 
Riom became a dramatic battle between civilians and service 
chiefs, parliamentarians and militarists: a competition in mud- 
slinging, of which the Chilians got so much the best that the 
trials were called off and left undecided. The main contentions 
of the Republicans — that the government had never failed to 
supply the service chiefs with all the men and material they 
asked, and that the social reforms carried out in 1936-7 had not 
interfered with the programme of rearmament laid down by 
the experts in defence, seemed to be amply borne out by the 
facts and figures. Perhaps the final truth is that for a nation 
of forty millions to have avoided defeat by a nation of seventy 
millions, it would have had to be extremely well prepared and 
equipped: and whatever the reason, France undoubtedly fell 
very far short of these requirements.^ 

hlilitary and naval preparedness — conspicuously in an over- 
burdened power such as France — cannot be intelligibly con- 
sidered apart fi:om policy and diplomacy. Had the Soviet 
Union been won as an active ally by 1 939, or had the Rhine- 
^ Cf. Pierre Tissier: The Riom Trial (1942), and Leon Blvm brfore 
tits Judges (1943). In 1923, the period of compulsory military service 
was reduced from three years to eighteen months, and in 1928 to 
only one year. In 1928 the number of professional soldiers was in- 
creased by 50 per cent (to 106,000), and the conscription age raised 
again from twenty to twenty-one. Thus more reliance came to be 
placed on the standing Army than before 1914 (see above, p. 180). 
The first special credits for the Maginot Line were voted in December 
1929. It was scheduled to be completed by 1935, to compensate for 
the shortage in French man -power between 1934-9 when the age- 
groups bom between 1914-18 would be called up for service. These 
were computed to be only half the normal annua l call-up of over 
250,000. 



THE MODERN CHALLENGE 209 

land and the Czech fortresses been preserved as French out- 
posts, the deficiencies of man-power and equipment might 
have been offset. And there is abundant testimony to the spirit 
of resolve with which the people of France grimly moved into 
the war in 1939. She was able to mobilize five million trained 
men, and her Maginot Line fortifications, so much maligned, 
were circumvented but never really broken through. Tf she 
had been well led% writes Gordon Waterfield of Reuter's, an 
eye-witness of the tragedy, Trance would have showm as much 
vitality as she has done during previous national emergencies.’ ^ 
‘The rank and file of the French Army and the French nation 
were not rotten from within, but the political system was rot- 
ten and it produced leaders, with a few exceptions, who were 
not fit to lead a great nation,’ It is probable that after German 
remilitarization of the left bank of the Rhine in 1936, the 
defeat of France was inevitable if war should break out. Alili- 
tary neglect of fortifications along the Franco-Belgian frontier 
ensured that defeat would be rapid and decisive. It is arguable 
(though not plausible) that had France not been a parlia- 
mentary democracy — had she been a dictatorship or even a 
presidential or cabinet democracy — her preparedness would 
have been greater, her alliances firmer. But the ifs of history 
are always stillborn. 

In view of the concerted efforts to malign the Third Re- 
public after 1940, one final caceat is necessary. In the post-war 
years, parliamentary^ politics were shabby and often sordid, 
many politicians were corrupt, the Press and the police were 
notoriously bribable and open to sectional or personal in- 
fluence. It is doubtful whether corruption was greater than 
during some of the pre-war days: Stavisky was no worse a 
scandal than Panama, and in many ^vays less significant than 
the Dreyfus case. But the connexion between political corrup- 
tion and m ‘Ktary -weakness and defeat has to be proved and not 
merely assumed. Corruption does not necessarily involve in- 
efficiency. There is little doubt that the most grafi-ridden state 
of modern times was Nazi Germany: yet it produced no 
obvious or speedy consequences in militarv^ weakness. England 
^ Cf. Gordon Waterfield: What Happened to France (1940), p. 105. 
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of the eighteenth centun^ was a by-w'ord for polticai biiber^^ 
and corruption at every level of public administration: yet it 
was a period of great militaiv’ and naval conquests. Feebleness 
and inefiiciency there undoubtedly were in Third Republic 
France: especially as regards the bureaucratic red-tape, which 
often demanded forty or even sixty-five copies of the most 
trivial of documents. But there was litde if any connexion be- 
tween this kind of inefficiency and either the ‘Republic of Pals* 
or the ‘Cabinet of ^stresses* in the latter days of Reynaud and 
Daladier. Similarly, many of the incidents which looked like 
treachery and the work of a ‘fifth column* were often due to 
this administrative muddle zzid paper asserie. Treachery, corrup- 
tion, inefficiency existed side by side: one did not necessarily 
derive from the others.^ 

^ Of the many colourful accounts of the fall of France and at- 
tempted explanations for it, see especially £lie-J. Bois: Truth on the 
Tragedy of France (1941): xAndre Maurois: Wry France Fell {1940); 
Oscar Paul: Farewell^ France! (1941); Jacques Lorraine: Behind the 
Batik of France (1943); A. Wertli: The Last Days of Paris (1942). Ail 
suffer somewhat from being written soon after the event and during 
the w'ar, so that undue importance is often given to the immediate 
circumstances, and perspective is lost. D. Barlone: x 4 French OficePs 
Diary (1942) gives some eloquent examples of administrative red-tape 
in 1939-40- 
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THE FOURTH REPUBLIC 
The Armistice of ig^o 

T he sequence of events between May and July 1940, which 
is loosely called 'the fall of France^ was in reality three 
distinct events. Each of the three might have happened without 
nec&arily leading to the others. They were the invasion and 
military’ defeat of May; the making of an armistice with 
Germany and Italy in June; and the constitutional revolution 
of July. The transition from one set of events to the next did not 
happen ine\’itably: it had to be engineered, and rested on the 
decisions of certain leading men. Had the French Government, 
as the Prime Minister M. Paul Re^-naud at first desired, 
decided to move to London or to North Africa, defeat need not 
have led to a separate armistice. Had Marshal Petain and 
Pierre Laval not secured a grant of emergency powers from the 
National Assembly, even the armistice need not have led to the 
overthrow of the Third Republic. 

But to emphasize the extent to which the course of events 
depended on a series of human decisions, and not on any 
ine\’itable fate, is not to imply that the whole Tall of France’ 
was the result of a far-reaching conspiracy, wherein the men 
who eventually set up the Vichy Government had from the 
first worked for the military^ defeat of France and the early 
conclusion of an armistice with Germany. This theory, that 
the fall of France was the successful outcome of a plot, was 
widely believed by many Frenchmen during the war and was 
officially adopted by the Free French Movement led by 
General de Gaulle. It is true that the same men who pressed 
for the making of an armistice in June were also mainly res- 
ponsible for setting up the Vichy Government in July. But there 
is no e\’idence that they excercised the degree of foresight and 
control over events which would imply an elaborate conspiracy. 


2U 
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On the contrar)', events might have taken a very different turn 
at several moments, and the whole policy of Vichy is marked 
by constant improvisation and opportunism.^ 

The military defeat of May does not need any far-fetched 
explanation to make it comprehensible. France’s lack of 
preparedness to shoulder the great over-burdening to which 
she was subjected by 1940 has already been considered. She 
was intensely war-weary and had suffered permanent ex- 
haustion after 1918. Internal social conflicts had sharpened 
during the years betw’een the wai*s. Many of the Right were 
defeatist, many of the Left were pacifist. The Communists, 
whose representatives were excluded from the Chamber by 
M. Daladier in February 1940, denounced the war as a struggle 
of rival imperialisms which could only enslave the w^orker. The 
High Command, anxious to be thrifty with French lives, were 
obsessed with defence and with the notion that time would be 
on France’s side. In spite of the warnings of France’s greatest 
expert in tanks and mechanized warfare, Charles de Gaulle, 
both the High Command and the Government neglected the 
implications of mobile warfare until it was too late. France 
went down in defeat before an overwhelming weight of men 
and machines and military" power, having already forfeited 
most of her strategic advantages in the decade before war 
began. Compared with this supreme responsibility of the 
Germans for the defeat of France, all other responsibilities 
are secondary. 

As soon as the fact of defeat was obvious — and as early as 
25 May the French Government was forced to consider the 
possibility of seeking an armistice — there were only two 
possible courses for her Government to take. It could adhere 
to its promise to Britain never to withdraw from the war, and 
that meant its withdrawing either to North Africa or to Eng- 
land to continue the war. Or it could seek release from this 

^ For the conspiracy theory, see Petain-Laval: The Conspiracy (Anon., 
1942); H. R. Knickerbocker: Is Tomorrow Hitler's? (1941), Chapter 
IV; ^lie-J. Bois: op, cit. For the contrary view, see my Two Frenchmen: 
Pierre Laval and Charles de Gaulle (1951), pp. 55-73* For a day-to-day 
narrative of the events see A. Kammerer: La Veritesur I' Armistice (1944). 
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promise, and sue for an armistice on the most advantageous 
terms possible. M. Reynaud clung to the former plan, but 
regarded it as calling for a military capitulation in order to 
spare the country' irreparable destruction. General Weygand, 
whom M. Re>maud had appointed Commander-in-Chief in 
France on 20 May, refused to capitulate. He maintained that he 
would either fight on to the bitter end, or would resign, but 
that for a soldier to capitulate in open countrv' would bring 
total dishonour to the French Army. The cessation of hostilities 
was a matter for the Government to decide. Faced with this 
impasse^ and wdth heavy pressure from within his cabinet that 
he should seek armistice terms, M. Re\Tiaud resigned on 
16 June. Marshal Petain, the 'Hero of Verdun’ now aged 84, 
formed a new government with the prime purpose of conclud- 
ing an armistice. The next day Petain asked Hitler for terms, 
and these became known on 20 June. ^ 

The armistice with Germany was signed on 22 June. It 
divided France into tw’o parts, with the demarcation-line 
K;nning from the Franco-Swiss frontier near Geneva west- 
wards to near Tours, and then southw^ards to the Franco- 
Spanish frontier near Pau. German troops occupied the whole 
of the northern area, including the Atlantic coast, but the 
French Government kept control of the Mediterranean 
coast. It was also allow^ed to keep a small army of 100,000 men, 
the French fleet, and the overseas territories. Alsace and 
Lorraine w^ere again, as in 1871, annexed to Germany. This 
partition existed until November 1942, wUen the Germans 
occupied the whole country. The prisoners of w^ar, numbering 

1 See Recalled to Service: The Memoirs of General Maxime Weygand (1952) 
for a detailed and authoritative account of these events. Many of the 
leading personalities have now published personal memoirs: especially 
Paul Baudouin : The Private Diaries of Paul Baudouin ( 1 948) ; F. Charles- 
Roux: Cinq Mois Tragiques aux Affaires £tranghes (1949); A. Lebrun: 
Temoignage (1946); Pierre Laval: The L npublished Diary of Pierre Laval 
(1948). For text of Franco-German Armistice of 22 June 1940, see 
below^ Appendix III. The French texts of both this and of the Franco- 
Italian Armistice of 24 June are printed in A. Kammerer: op. cit, 
pp. 324 ff. 
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more than 2 million, remained in German hands. Germany 
thus secured control over the capital, the main industrial areas, 
and all the Channel and the Atlantic ports for prosecution of 
the war against Britain. But the French Government, though 
burdened with large numbers of refugees from the north to 
feed and house in a predominantly agricultural area, as well as 
with heatw occupation costs, was left with certain important 
assets. Chief of these were the fleet and the African colonies, 
and considerable freedom of action in the western 
Mediterranean. 

Meanwhile, Pierre Laval was busy helping to engineer the 
further stage in the whole process. He was a member of the 
Senate, but did not enter upon the scene until 15 June, w’hen 
he joined the general flight to Bordeaux. He w*as whole- 
heartedly in favour of an armistice and opposed to any 
continuation of the war from outside France. He had an 
interview \\'ith the hesitating President of the Republic, Albert 
Lebrun, and dissuaded him from leaving France. He lobbied 
and harangued the available deputies and senators, and 
persuaded a majority of them to ratify the armistice agreement. 
And on 10 July he promoted in the National Assembly, 
summoned at Vichy to ratify the armistice, a bill investing the 
government of Marshal Petain with pro\isional plenary’ 
pow’ers until a ‘new' constitution’ should be promulgated. He 
did not become a member of the government until 23 June, 
after the armistice had been signed: and the fact that 569 
members of the assembly voted for his bill, and only 80 against 
it, suggests that the last parliament of the Third Republic 
substantially agreed with his policy. It w'as over 1 00 more than 
the minimum majority needed. As Laval wTOte later, ‘the 
majority loudly demanded it, or it must be imagined that I 
had extraordinary powders of suggestion over the two 
Chambers’.^ 

Constitutionally, the Vichy Government survived for four 
years by simply never promulgating this ‘new constitution’, 
and by never agsdn summoning the National Assembly. Even 

^ Pierre Laval: op, cit. pp. 51, 55; and cf. the remarkable defence of 
his own actions in his trial reported in full in Le Prods Laval (1946). 
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in form it was a stop-gap regime. Petain’s first 'Constitutional 
Act’ was to repeal Article 2 of the Constitutional Law of 25 
February 1875. It was the famous 'Wallon amendment’, which 
stipulated that the President of the Republic must be elected 
by the National Assembly. Carried by a majority of one vote in 
1875, it had contained the germ of the Third Republic. The 
Third Republic died on 10 July 1940. Bom of one defeat, it 
failed to suivdve another.^ 

By a succession of eleven other 'Constitutional Acts’ 
Marshal Petain abolished the legislative powers of parliament 
and the responsibility of ministers to it, adjourned the existing 
chambers sine die, appointed Laval as his successor, and re- 
quired from civil serv’ants and members of the armed forces an 
oath of fidelity to himself as 'Head of the State’. On this basis 
of emergency dictatorship, and the material assets secured by 
the terms of the armistice, the Vichy Governments sustained 
themselves for the next four years. 


The Vichy Governments 

What forces in French life did this new regime represent? 
A clear distinction has to be drawn between what \'ichy set out 
to be and 'what it later became. It began as the convergence, in 
the moment of defeat, of all those forces which had long dis- 
liked the Republic. It represented the ser\ ice chiefs, and \Tchy 

^ On the 'Wallon amendment’, see above pp. 89-90. See Pierre 
Tissier: The Vichy Government (1942) for valuable documentar>^ 
material about the constitutional basis and experiments of Vichy. 
The Free French consistently denied the legality of these proceedings, 
and Professor Rene Cassin wrote a full-scale expose of their case. 
{La France Libre, Voi. I for December 1940, and Un Coup d"£tat: La 
soi~disant Constitution de Vichy (i94^)*i But the technical arguments 
against its legality are very flimsy and somewhat unrealistic. In any 
event the case for the legality’ of the Vichy Government is inherently 
stronger than that of the Free French Movement: and the plea of 
emergency measures which must be used to justify’ the behaviour of 
de Gaulle applies equally strongly to the behaviour of the men of 
Vichy. See D. M. Pickles: France Between the Republics (1946), pp. 22-3. 
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became notorious for the prominence in its governments of 
dug-out generals, admirals and higher-grade fGuctionnaires, and 
for the remarkable loyaln* to it of the highest colonial admini- 
strators such as Admiral Decoux in Indo-China, Admirals 
Nogub and Esteva in North Africa, and M. Pierre Boisson in 
West Africa. It represented the more traditional and royalist 
authoritarian movements, and from the first the Action 
fran^aise^ led by Charles Maurras, welcomed the rule of 
Marshal Petain and created a cult and a mystique surrounding 
him. This earned for Vichy the nick-name of ‘the revenge of the 
anti-Dreyfusardsb It represented the forces of defeatism, and 
men like Paul Baudouin and Laval took a large part in its 
early phases. It also represented men w’ho, like General 
Weygand, regarded an armistice as ine\itable but as something 
quite different from a peace treaty. It was an attitude shared by 
General Giraud later, and was probably essentially the view of 
Petain himself: Germany remained the enemy, and France 
remained in a state of war with Germany, and the armistice 
must be used to conserve and develop France’s resources against 
the day when she might be able to hit back. This attitude, 
resting on slender hopes in 1940, grew as the progress of the 
war transformed the whole situation. The regime of Vichy was 
set up in the curious interlude between Dunkirk and the Battle 
of Britain, when most expert military and political opinion in 
France — and not only in France — believed that the war was 
nearly over, that Germany had won the war, and was about to 
establish the Nazi ‘New Order’ in Europe. France must, for 
the time at least, bring herself into line as a partner in this ‘New 
Order’ if she was to sundve. But as soon as the Battle of Britain 
made it clear that the war was not ended, but was likely to go 
on for a long time with increasing disadvantage to Germany, 
the policy of Vichy shifted more and more tow'ards a persistent 
atieniisme. 

Vichy did not represent, at least until January* 1944? the 
forces of pro-Germanism. The enthusiastic collaborationists 
gathered not at Vichy but in Paris, and men like IMarcel Deat, 
Jacques Doriot, and Pliiiippe Henriot kept up from Paris an 
increasing fire of criticism and bitter hostility against the 
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atteniisine of Mchy. Nor, of course, did it represent the defeatism 
or pacifism that sprang from Communism: and it was normally 
presented by the Communists as a Fascist regime. At first, it 
seemed determined to justify this label by the spate of measures 
hastily passed in the second half of 1 940 to effect the so-called 
‘National Revolution’. The Labour Charter of August included 
the familiar paraphernalia of the Corporative State. The 
Legion frangaise des Combaitants was treated as the basis of a 
‘single party’ on which Petain’s dictatorship might rest. Anti- 
semitic laws were passed. Yet there is a certain air of camouflage 
about this facade of Fascism, so hastily erected, so feebly im- 
plemented, and so generally unj>opular. It is as much a sign of 
the policy of survival by manoemTe, of Laval’s policy of 
‘cringe and ^mggle’, as of any very deep-rooted Fascist 
doctrines. It belongs to the period when no one could foresee 
the speedy collapse of Italy, the decisive failures of Germany’s 
attack on Soviet Russia, the entry of the United States and the 
prolongation of the war by another five years. The essence of 
all Vichy politics after 1940 was the sur\dval of a provisional 
and improvised regime into conditions totally different from 
those for which it had been devised. 

For this reason, there was not one Vichy Government, but at 
least five- The first, dominated by Laval, ended with his sudden 
dismissal by Petain in December 1940. He was succeeded first 
by Pierre-Etienne Flandin, and then by Admiral Jean Darlan. 
The ascendency of Darlan between Februarv’ 1941 and April 
1942 reflected the enhanced value of the French fleet and the 
predominance of the ‘wait-and-see’ opportunists among the 
service chiefs. It was the period par excellence of conserv^ative, 
traditionalist, authoritarian rule in France. It reveals, more 
clearly than any other, the nature of the anti-democratic 
forces indigenous to France, because it was the period of 
greatest independence vis-d-vis Germany. It was the period of 
the Riom Trials, in pro-Vichy but not in pro-German form, 
designed to discredit the republican parliamentary" leaders- It 
saw the first experiments in regionalism, with regional prefects 
superimposed on the departmental divisions. It saw v^arious 
other developments in authoritarianism, contrived to yield that 
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"order j author! tv’, and patriotism’ which Charles Maurras and 
his followers had preached for so long. 

With the return of Laval to power in April 1942, German 
pressure was intensified. Germany's necessities were great, for 
now she was bogged in Russia and suffering hea\y losses, and 
the entry of the United States brought the danger of renewed 
war in the West much nearer. From Laval she hoped to get 
skilled French labour, either in French or German factories: 
and at the same time a more docile and submissive spirit in 
France. The period reveals the nature of democracy in France 
only in the growing spirit of organized resistance, culminating 
in the flight of young men to the maquis to escape the forced 
labour laws, and in the sinking of the fleet at Toulon by the 
sailors to prevent its falling into German hands. It must be 
noted that evasion of the forced labour laws was often connived 
at by Vichy officials, and that the sinking of the fleet was carried 
out in obedience to standing orders given by Darlan even 
before the signing of the armistice.^ When in November the 
Allies invaded -French North Africa, Germany occupied the 
whole of France, and the 'armistice army’ of Vichy was dis- 
banded, the whole basis of Vichy’s regime changed. Hence- 
forth it had only the most shadowy authority over France, and 
w^as more helplessly at the mercy of German exactions. It 
survived mainly by dint of the personal prestige of Petain, the 
nimble wits of Laval, and the inherent limitations of Germany’s 
power to compel obedience without provoking open rebellion 
on her \uilnerable w'estern flank. In January 1944 the change 
was completed, and the collaborators from Paris w^ere forced 
upon Petain and Laval as ministers at Vichy. Beat the neo- 
Socialist, Darnand the ex-cagoulard conspirator, and Henriot, 
the venemous journalist of Gringoire, w’ere forced into the Vichy 
Government under German pressure. There follow'ed six 
months of virtual civil w^ar between collaborators backed by 

^ Cf. D. M. Pickles, op, cit, p. 53. . a conscious faith in democracy 

was undoubtedly far and away the most important factor in resist- 
ance.’ General Weygand: op, cit. pp. 199, 232, whilst expressing his 
disagreement with and even distrust of Darlan, shows how determined 
Darlan was that the fleet should never fall into German hands. 
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the Gestapo and resisters backed by the French Forces of the 
Interior, organized under General Koenig. 

The foundations of the Vichy regime shifted, in this way, 
from year to year, and melted away as they shifted. There was 
a steady drift away from defeatism and reluctant collaboration 
towards attentisme, and from attentisme towards resistance. Both 
at Vichy and in Paris the variegated shades of attitude towards 
current problems serve as a particularly vivid warning against 
regarding the characteristics and problems of the Third 
Republic as springing from its political constitution or even 
from democracy. Political, social, and personal divisions, even 
among collaborators under the shadow of la lanterne^ were as 
great as any known in the Third Republic, hlaurras contended 
that collaboration w'as the penalty of defeat and past errors; 
Beat that it w’as morally right and politically wise; Doriot, 
that it w'as a practical necessity in the fight against Bolshevism; 
Laval, that it w’as simply the best bargain in the market at the 
moment, but one to be haggled over as much as possible. The 
unitary ideas of Fascism became ridiculous w^hen the various 
Fascist groups, agreed on the need for a parti unique^ each 
refused to drop the claim that its own group must be the basis 
for such a party. The multitude of legions formed by these 
groups made the single-party State d la frangaise both impossible 
and absurd. Extreme individualism and the shuffling group- 
system are clearly endemic in French life, and not the by- 
products of an unsatisfactory parliamentary^ system. 


The Provisional Governments 

Just as the Vichy regime passed through a series of different 
phases, so did its rwal, the movement founded in June 1940 by 
General de Gaulle. On the day after Marshal Petain asked 
Germany for an armistice, de Gaulle broadcast from London 
an appeal for all French men and women who w^anted to carry 
on the fight to get in touch with him in London. With the 
response to this appeal he formed the Free French Movement. 
In August it was recognized by the British Government as a 
fighting organization of Frenchmen which w^ould be given 
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financial help and military* equipment. WTien French 
Equatorial Africa rallied to the movement de Gaulle set up an 
Imperial Defence Council at Brazza\'ille. This council claimed 
the right to exercise public power based^ on French legislation 
enacted before 23 June — that is, before the armistice came into 
force. It claimed no right, as yet, to enact new legislation, but 
only to be a de facto administrative authority.^ 

A year later, in September 1941, the French National 
Committee was set up in London, making a much wider claim 
to be a political authority as 'the provisional guardian of the 
national patrimony'. It claimed a direct link with the Third 
Republic, as against the regime of Vichy which it denounced 
as illegitimate: and de Gaulle now* claimed, too, ‘to represent a 
nation which has no other means of expressing itself and to 
prepare the framew^ork within w*hich it will be possible for the 
French people to exercise its national sovereignty'. The 
ordinance creating the Committee laid down that all its 
decisions should, as early as possible, be submitted for 
ratification by the representatives of the nation. - 

By the beginning of 1943 the position of* the Committee was 
complex. Both Washington and Moscow had kept represent- 
atives at Vichy, until events forced Vichy to break with both of 
them. But although this w*eakened \hchy it did little to 
strengthen the Committee: and the Darlan-Clark agreements, 
made when the Allies landed in French North Africa, by-passed 
the Committee as the authority responsible for administering 
the greatest and most important parts of the French Empire. 
The assassination of Darlan and his replacement by General 
Giraud made compromise possible and, on 3 June 1943, the 
National Committee and the North African administration 

^ For further details of the origins of the movement and the text of 
the agreement of August, see my Two Frenchmen, pp. 1 57-62. The story 
of the movement is well told in Felix de Grand’ Combe: The Three Years 
of Fighting France [June ig^o-June (1943) and in Maurice Edel- 
man: France: The Birth of the Fourth Republic (1944). The speeches of 
General de Gaulle and a few important documents are published as 
Discours et Messages du General de Gaulle, 2 vob. (1942-3). 

® Discowrs et Messages du General de Gaulle, Vol. I, p. 69. 
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merged into a joint authority known as the French Committee 
of National Liberation. This new committee, broader in base 
and with more military powder at its command, could now 
make a more plausible claim to be the spokesman for France. 
But diplomatically it w^as still given veiy^ limited recognition, 
as merely the body ‘administering French territories oversea 
w’hich recognize its authority'. 

The merger was an uneasy one, and after prolonged 
manoeu\Tes Giraud was ousted from the committee in April 
1944. Henceforth General de Gaulle alone headed the 
authority which, with the addition of the Pro\isional Con- 
sultative Assembly set up in 1943 in Algiers, w^as to move to 
France as the Pro\isional Government. What explains his 
steady ascendancy? Partly, it w'as his own persistent faith that 
he had a mission to liberate France under the Cross of 
Lorraine; even more, it w’as that he steadily w^on the adherence 
and active support of the organized resistance movements 
inside France. On 23 June 1942 the National Council of 
Resistance inside France, representing the main imderground 
movements of resistance, entered into a formal agreement with 
de Gaulle. His name was widely knowm in France through the 
British Broadcasting Corporation. The National Council of 
Resistance was represented on the Provisional Consultative 
Assembly in Algiers, w'here the opinions and aspirations of the 
internal resistance groups greatly affected the plans of the 
National Committee. Its President, Georges Bidault, was to 
become Foreign Minister in the Provisional Governments. 

The elaborate plans of procedure for restoring republican 
government in France after liberation w^ere discussed at length 
and with considerable heat in Algiers. When the time came to 
implement them they w^ere of little importance, for there had 
to be much improvisation. Municipal and general councils 
were reconstituted w’herever possible, but purged of col- 
laborationist elements. Equal deference was paid to the local 
‘committees of liberation’, self-constituted bodies of local 
resisters. Efforts to establish rather tenuous and fictitious 
strands of legal continuity gave way to an admittedly Jacobin 
theory: that there must be early general elections to express the 
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national ‘general wilF of the sovereign people. The revolution- 
ary’ tradition was bom anew: and the Fourth Republic, instead 
of being in form a continuation of the Third, was to emerge 
from a momentous, creative act of national will, exercised 
through universal free suffrage. 

The immediate effect of liberation was a period of violence 
and of persecution of collaborators or alleged collaborators. In 
April and May 1945 the first municipal elections were held: 
and by October conditions had become settled enough, and 
enough of the prisoners of war and deported workers had been 
repatriated, for general elections to be held. Women were now, 
by the electoral law, given the vote on equality’ with men. The 
elections were preceded by a referendum, in \%'hich the 
electorate was asked to choose between electing a represent- 
ative assembly which would be a continuation of the old 
Chamber of Deputies, or a new Constituent Assembly. If the 
latter, a draft Law concerning the Organization of the Public 
Powers was printed on the back of the ballot-papers for ap- 
proval.^ Nearly' 18 million voters opted for a Constituent 
Assembly elected according to this Law: so 96*4 per cent of 
those who voted rejected the notion of rewdng the Third 
Republic. The Constituent Assembly', charged with the 
drafting of a new Constitution within seven months, was 
elected forthwith. 

Its composition revealed the eclipse of the Right and the old 
Centre, and an almost equal division of the majority betw'een 
the three Left-wing parties of the Communists, Socialists and 
Catholic Democrats {Mouiement republican populaire, or M.R.P.). 
They gained between 140 and 150 seats each, w’hereas the 
Radicals w’on only 25 and the Republican groups only 70. On 
13 November this new Assembly unanimously’ acclaimed 
General de Gaulle Head of the Pro\isional Gk)vernment, The 
period of reconstruction and of return to constitutional 
government had begun. 

Immediately^ after the liberation the urgent need w^as to 
reorganize shattered transport, food-supply agencies, fuel and 
power resources and housing. France had not ceased to be a 

^ For text of this law, see below. Appendix I (I). 
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battlefield after the armistice of 1940. Allied aerial bombard- 
ment, partisan sabotage, and German reprisals had made it a 
battlefield still, until D-E)ay brought back conditions reminis- 
cent of 1940. By the end of 1945 the Pro\'isionaI Government 
had tackled the most urgent of these problems, though their 
complexity, the world shortage of supplies and political re- 
criminations all acted as a serious drag on reconstruction. 
Throughout all plans for reconstruction ran the theme which 
had been so prominent in the historv’ of the Third Republic: 
the urgent need to catch up on overdue legislative and admini- 
strative reforms, and to reconcile the political and social strands 
of the revolutionary tradition. The demand for "^more social 
and economic democracy’ re-echoed through the liberated 
French press no less than through the clandestine press, the 
Consultative Assembly debates, and the countless preliminary^ 
discussions in Algiers. This demand found concrete form in the 
so-called ‘Resistance Charter’, drawn up in March 1944 by 
the main resistance movements,^ 

In 1945 all the main political parties sponsored this pro- 
gramme. Its aim was to supplement political democracy by 
social democracy, and to extend the traditional revolutionary 
principles of Liberty, Equality and Fraternity from con- 
stitution-making and political institutions into the realms of 
economic and social life. The development of democracy in 
France since 1870 can be traced through the differences 
bet^veen Gambetta’s Belleville Alanifesto of 1869, the Popular 
Front Programme of 1936, and the Resistance Charter of 
1944-5. Gambetta specifically separated the political and 
social strands of the revolutionary^ tradition, maintaining that 
‘the progressive achievement of these reforms depends 
absolutely^ on the pohtical regime and on political forms’. He 
held that the right order of priority was to achieve liberty and 
equality first, in the form of universal suffrage and ci\dl rights 
within a republican regime, and then the appropriate social 
and economic changes would surely follow. The Popular 

^ See Appendix III, below, for the text of the ‘Resistance Charter’, 
as well as text of the Belleville Manifesto and the Popular Front 
Programme. 
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Front aimed at considerable extension of economic equality 
and social security through State action and legislative control. 
The Resistance Charter aimed at more fundamental ‘struc- 
tural reforms’ 5 involving more direct participation by organized 
labour in the direction and management of economic life. All 
three programmes gave priority to the establishment of 
republican, parliamentary government, and the securing of 
political and civil liberties. The eternal problem was to devise 
a p>oiiticai system which would be capable of achieving social 
democracy: and it was here that each experiment ran into 
great obstacles. 

The Provisional Governments nationalized the mines, the 
main heav>^ industries, transport and credit. They visualized a 
three-decker national economy, with nationalization at one 
level, national control at another, and free enterprise at the 
third. German penetration of the main French industries, and 
the sequestration of the main collaborationist trusts, made 
some degree of nationalization almost inevitable. The parties 
differed about how much further nationalization and dirigisme 
should be pressed. The main outcome was the Monnet Plan for 
the re-equipment and modernization of French industries with- 
in a period of five years. By 1951 this plan, one of the most 
realistic and successful programmes of economic reconstruction 
ever achieved in French history, had restored French industrial 
output to its pre-war levels and had surpassed them. An 
extensive system of social security, including lavish family 
allowances and pensions, was introduced, in implementation 
of the promises of the Resistance Charter. Its primary aim was 
to encourage the growth of population and to safeguard the 
future, but it also aimed at an immediate redistribution of 
national income. Financial amd monetary policy was planned 
by the new Cortseil national du Credit, set up in December 1945. 
Attempts were made to create economic regions decentralized 
from Paris, but only the Lower Rhone project achieved any 
degree of distinct regional development. 

The most noteworthy feature of all these plans was that they 
gained impetus and succeeded almost exactly in proportion to 
the extent to which they were entrusted to the bureaucracy 
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and shook themselves free from the political impasse into which 
both the Provisional Governments and the early ministries of 
the Fourth Republic found themselves. The Monnet Plan was 
never formally approved by parliamentary legislation, and did 
not even rest on government decrees. The Cciiseil national du 
Credit is a semi-professional body, given a large degree of 
autonomy. It was the Inspecteurs Generaux de r£cc?iomie nalionale 
who mainly sponsored economic regionalism. Again, the 
familiar features of Third Republican history were perpetuated. 
Reforms sponsored by the bureaucracy proved more successful 
than those sponsored by parliamentary parties. The ‘Con- 
stitution of the year VUI’ is stronger than that of 1946, just as 
it was stronger than that of 1875.^ 

The political impasse which characterized the first parli- 
ament of the Fourth Republic was foreshadowed by the dead- 
lock of the Constituent Assemblies. The first Constituent 
Assembly drafted a unicameral constitution and submitted it 
to referendum in May 1946. It was rejected by 10,583,724 
votes to 95453,675. A second Constituent Assembly was there- 
fore elected forthwith, and contained much the same balance 
of parties. It prepared a draft of a bicameral constitution in 
which the second chamber had very slight power: and this 
draft was in turn submitted to referendum in October 1946. 
It passed by 9,120,576 votes to 7,980,333 votes, with another 
7,938,884 voters abstaining from voting at all. The constitution 
of the Fourth Republic was, therefore, accepted by an actual 
minority of the electorate, but by 53*3 per cent of those who 
validly voted.- The elections for the new National Assembly 
were held in November, and the constitution came into force 
on 24 December 1 946, when the second chamber, the Council 
of the Republic, first met. In January' M. Vincent Auriol, a 
Socialist, was elected first President of the Republic. 

These prolonged debates, accompanied by equally strenuous 
discussions in the press, offer rich material for the student of 

Cf. above, pp. 55-6 and 175-6, and Daniel Haie\y: Decadence de la 
Liberie, 

- For the English text of this Constitution, sec Appendix I 1, J) below. 
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political ideas and constitutional de\ices.^ But only the 
practical outcome of the debates need concern the student of 
how democracy works in France. 


The Fourth Republic 

The Preamble to the constitution, which occasioned undue 
delays in formulation, deser\’es some attention, if only because 
of its self-conscious reversion to the principles of 1 789 and the 
French revolutionary tradition. But it did more than reaffirm 
the principles of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen. It pro- 
claimed the need to extend them to social affairs and economic 
life. It spoke of the ‘duty to work and the right to obtain 
employment’ ; of trade union rights and ‘the right to strike’ ; of 
pro\dding social security especially for the young and the old, 
and of the State's duty to provide ‘free, secular public education 
on all levels’; of international obligations and of France’s 
‘traditional mission’ to guide colonial peoples for whom she has 
assumed responsibility towards self-government and democracy 
It echoed many of the principles and aspirations of the 
‘Resistance Charter’ of 1944. 

In the mode of election and the constitutional functions of 
the presidency it introduced no significant innovations, in 
spite of the frequent demands that the President should be less 
of a mere figurehead than under the Third Republic. By 1946 
General de Gaulle had resigned from office and had waged a 
campaign for a constitution which should abandon the parlia- 
mentary’ pattern of gouvernement d^assemblee for a presidential 
system, with a strong executive more independent of the legis- 
lature. Both the Vichy Governments and the early Provisional 
Governments had been, in fact, variants of such a system, and 
the General made no secret of who should, in his vie^v, be head 
of such a constitution. This sufficed to condemn a strong 
presidency in the eyes of the parliamentary’ parties. At the 

^ There is a brief summary’ of them in A Constitution for the Fourth 
Republic (Foundation Pamphlet No. 2) published by the Foundation 
for Foreign Affairs in Washington, in 1947; and in Gordon Wright: 
The Reshaping of French Democracy ( 1 950). 
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same time, the Communists demanded a single-chamber 
system, on the model of the Convention of 1793. Such an 
arrangement was distrusted by both the Right and the Centre 
parties as too demagogic and revolutionary in character. The 
pattern of parliamentaiy' government which emerged from the 
series of compromises made necessary^ by the balance of parties 
within the Constituent Assembly, and by popular rejection of 
the first draft constitution, therefore avoided both these 
extremes. In doing so it edged closer and closer to a repetition 
of the arrangements of the Third Republic, which had been so 
utterly rejected by the referendum of October 1945. The wheel 
came full circle: and after a short experience of the working of 
the ne^v constitution it could be said with truth that ‘the 
Fourth Republic is already dead: it has given way to the 
Third’. There is no more striking expression of the continuities 
and permanence of the forces which mould French life and 
politics than this remarkable reversion to type. 

The most important substantial differences from the con- 
stitution of the Third Republic are only two: the great weaken- 
ing of the second chamber (the Conseil de la Republique) in 
legislative power and in relation to the other chamber (the 
Assemblee naiionale); and the abolition, by Article 13, of the 
former system of decretsAois. Even so, the Council of the 
Republic was given a voice in the election of the President and 
in constitutional revision, and its ‘opinion' is required on 
legislation and its ‘previous concurrence’ for declarations of 
war. Before long its members adopted the old title of ‘Senators’. 
And although a government may no longer issue decrets 4 ois 
because the National Assembly is forbidden to delegate its 
right to vote iaws, it has other resources for direct administra- 
tive action, including all the old pouroir reglementaire of the 
executive in France. 

The other changes are more spectacular than substantial. 
The vote to women, guaranteed by the Preamble and already 
in 1945 embodied in the electoral laws, appears to have made 
no great difference to the working of the regime as compared 
with the Third Republic, The elaborate arrangements by 
which the National Assembly might be dissolved before the 
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expiry of its full term 'now fixed at five years instead of four} 
have led to no change in the permanency of parliament or the 
instability* of ministries. When the first .Assembly was dissolved 
in June 1 95 1 , it was only a few months short of its full term, 
and yet it had already overturned nine ministries in five years, 
and produced several other still-born ministries. The Economic 
Co'dncih with wide advisory* and consultative capacities, and 
the Assembly of the French Union, devised to give expression 
to colonial interests and opinions, have both functioned 
reasonably well.^ But their influence has been important only 
when they yvere directly consulted by the National Assembly, 
and their advice has not always been heeded in actual legisla- 
tion or in the conduct of policy. The High Council of the 
French Union, like the High Court of Justice, had not by 1951 
been called on to act at all.- The Constitutional Committee, 
set up by Article 91, acted only once, in 1948, and then on a 
minor and non-controversial issue. It cannot be said, there- 
for, that the novelties of the constitution have proved of major 
significance. Indeed, the main proposals for constitutional 
revision which lay before the first Assembly when it dissolved 
in 1951 were to a surprising extent concerned with re\ising 
these novelties: especially the over-complex arrangements for 
dissolution {Articles 49-51} and for the investiture of a new 
Prime Minister (Article 45).^ 

The document in which the constitution is laid down is 
silent on many points, and these gaps in the constitution have 
normally been filled by simple reversion to the customary 
arrangements and accepted habits of thought prevalent under 
the Third Republic. The place and the rules of procedure for 
the election of the President of the Republic, and the conduct 
of negotiations w*ith various likely candidates when the 

^ See Articles 25, 60-82. 

^ See Articles, 65, 83-4. 

^ For discussion of these arrangements, see J. Ther\": Le Gouvernement 
de la IVe :Republique (1949); O. R. Taylor: The Fourth Republic of 
France: Constitution and Political- Parties (1951); and the excellent 
examination of the whole parliamentary s>"stem of government 
by D. W. S. Lidderdale: The Parliament of France (1951). 
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President is seeking to find a new Prime Minister, have in this 
way been instinctively made to follow the traditional pattern.’- 

Partly by intention, partly by drift and necessity, and partly 
by simple force of habit, the working of the parliamentary 
system under the Fourth Republic became in all these respects 
a prolongation of the Third. This continuity was strengthened 
by the reappearance of so many experienced parliamentarians 
in high office: President Auriol himself, M. Herriot as President 
of the National Assembly, M. Blum as Prime Minister in 1946, 
M. Paul Reynaud as Minister of Finance in 1948. The mini- 
stries of the first Assembly, too, showed all the familiar features 
— shortness of life combined with continuity (or recurrence) of 
the same men in office. The average life of a ministry between 
1946 and 1 951 was seven months, and the longest was M. Henri 
Queuille’s, which lasted for thirteen months. Yet from libera- 
tion until 1951 foreign affairs were conducted by either M. 
Georges Bidault or M. Robert Schuman, both members of the 
Catholic Democrat Party (M.R.P.). M. Jules Moch, a 
Socialist, held office in every ministry formed during the five 
years of the first National Assembly, and held the Ministry of 
the Interior through four of them consecutively. The social- 
service posts, such as the Ministries of Agriculture, Education, 
Public Health and Labour, were all held by one man for con- 
siderable periods of time. This, as already shown, is highly 
reminiscent of the Third Republic.^ 

The issues which have beset French governments — and which 
have so often, when they failed to tackle them, destroyed 
French governments — have equally little novelty about them. 
Financial instability has remained as irremediable as minis- 
terial instability. An unsatisfactory fiscal system, unbalanced 
budgets, depreciation of the franc, anxieties about national 
security, the ‘German problem’, labour unrest: these have 
loomed as large in French politics since the war as between the 
wars. Plus ga change, . . . 

^ Gf. D. W. S. Lidderdale: op. cit., p. 55. Article 45 even specifies ‘the 
customary consultations’ before the President designates the premier. 

2 Cf. above, p. 1 12, and see the detailed examination of the system in 
A. Soulier: Ulmtabiliti minisUrielle sous la TroisiSfne Ripublique (i 939 )* 
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But there is one new element in the Fourth Republic, 
disguised by this array of striking similarities. It is the nature 
and organization of the political parties. In 1946 there was 
considerable discussion of the new situation created by a 
‘tripartite’ dhdsion of the parliamentary majority between 
Communists, Socialists and M.R.P. — ail parties of the Left. 
They were described as ‘monolithic parties’, in the sense that 
compared with the bewildering multitude of splintered and 
fluctuating electoral and parliamentary groups of the Third 
Republic, these were large, stable, disciplined and well organ- 
ized machines. That impression was very much exaggerated. 
By 1 95 1 , the centre of gravity of power in the National Assembly 
had shifted fairly steadily towards the right, as witness the 
succession to Socialist Premiers like Blum and Ramadier of 
M.R.P. and Radical Premiers like Schuman and Bidault, 
Marie and Queuille. In 1952 this drift to the Right was 
further emphasized by the succession of M. Edgar Faure and 
M. Antoine Pinay. The power of the Communists was largely 
counter-balanced by the rapid growth of the new Gaullist 
movement, the Rassemblement du Peuple frangais (R.P.F.) on the 
extreme Right. ‘Monolithic’ structure became the monopoly 
of the two extremes, and with the decline in strength of the 
Socialists and the M.R.P., and the rise in power of the Radicals, 
Independents and smaller groups, the party spectrum soon 
lost the deceptive simplicity of 1946 and developed its more 
familiar half-tones and subtler nuances ^ In the second National 
Assembly, elected in June 1951, there was a hexagonal shape 
of parties, with Communists and Socialists on the Left, M.R.P. 
and Radicals in the Centre, and Conservatives and R.P.F. on 
the Right. So here, too, there was a remarkable reversion to 
type, although the actual parties and what they stood for were 
so often very different from those of the pre-war years. 

The only substantial novelty which remained, by 1952, in 
the party system of the Fourth Republic was the subsendence 
of the parliamentary representatives, and even of ministers, to 

1 This tendency to splinter was partly offset, for electoral purposes, 
by the system of apparentements (or alliances) encouraged amongst 
smaller groups by the new electoral law passed in May 1951- 
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the directives of their party organizations outside parliament. 
The Communists had always known this subservience. But the 
Socialists now showed it to a very marked degree, and assumed 
the role of the destroyers of ministries because their deputies 
and ministers had so often to oppose measures at the dictates 
of the party executive, rather than seek to compromise about 
them for the sake of preserving ministerial harmony. 

Behind this changing party alignment lay a shifting balance 
of social forces in post-war France. In 1945 the former bias in 
favour of agricultural and peasant interests had diminished, 
and industrial labour was now more strongly organized with 
trade unions taking a more direct and active role in political 
life. Again, there was considerable discussion of this change in 
1946, and again it proved by 1952 to have been greatly exag- 
gerated. At first the G.G.T., fallen very much under Communist 
Party control, could boast a membership of more than 3 
million. As a result of the split in organized labour caused by 
the secession of the non-Communist Force ouvriere in 1947 and 
the continuance of the Christian trade unions, the total 
influence of organized labour soon diminished. By 1952, only 
about one-third of the 1 2 million industrial workers belonged 
to trade unions. At the same time economic conditions had 
favoured the farmers. As the growers of foodstuffs in a period 
of rising food-prices they prospered. Because their wealth lay 
in real property, they were little injured by inflation. The 
black market, which had brought so much hardship to the 
towns, brought wealth to the countryside. The peasant’s 
standard of living rose whilst that of the industrial worker and 
the small rentier fell. He could, moreover, evade taxation very 
much more simply than the wage-earner. 

Industry and trade, too, showed great powers of resistance 
to the trends making for more big-scale production and con- 
centration. It was estimated in 1950 that whereas there had 
been about one million shopkeepers in 1940, there were one- 
and-a-half million by 1950. This remarkable tenacity of the 
‘little man’ in business, accompanied by the prosperity of the 
peasant farmer, explains the revival of the Radical Party and 
the Independent conservative groups who traditionally claim 
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to represent the ‘little man’. In this respect, too, the solid 
residue of the exaggerated changes expected to appear in the 
Fourth Republic is the nationalized industries, removing from 
private enterprise large sectors of the French economy. But 
the influence of this change on the political system has been 
much less than was expected. 

This close correlation between the changes in the social 
balance of the community, the electoral balance of the political 
parties, and the party complexion of the governments, is the 
strongest evidence that the new constitution has struck its roots 
and is, despite many handicaps and shortcomings, serving the 
needs of France just as did the Third Republic in its day. 
Given the democratic tradition of France examined in the 
earlier chapters of this book, the constitution of France must be 
a republic. On that point there was no dispute in 1944-6. 
Given that it must be a republic, the formation and outlook of 
the majority of French parties require that it should be a 
parliamentary republic. And given the well-established fears 
of a dictatorship, either of one party or of a man, which were 
strengthened by the experience of Vichy, reinforced by the 
emergence of a strong Communist Party, and still further 
fortified by the growth of the Gaullist R.P.F., it was inevitable 
that the parliamentary republic should seek to make govern- 
ment directly controllable by parliament. For this reason 
Article 48 of the constitution has rightly been described as 
‘the most important article in the constitution’.^ It lays down 
the basic principle of the Fourth Republic: ‘Ministers are 
responsible to the National Assembly, collectively for the 
general policy of the Cabinet, and individually for their 
personal actions. They are not responsible to the Council of 
the Republic.’ The first of these stipulations makes it basically 
similsir to the Third Republic: the second explains its most 
important single difference. 


Conclusion 

There is clearly nothing artificial in treating the history of 
^ D. W. S. Lidderdale; op, cit. p. 56. 



THE FOURTH REPUBLIC 233 

the Third and Fourth Republics as a continuous record of the 
working of democracy in France. The Vichy Governments and 
the Provisional Governments are but interludes in a remarkably 
consistent and continuous story, and throw sidelights of their 
own on the nature of the larger development. It only remains 
to be asked whether it is possible to formulate any general 
principles, or to detect any permanent factors, which help to 
explain this unity of French historical evolution during the 
past eighty years. 

The first and most obvious factor is the new meaning of 
republicanism. When Bismark was forming the Dreikaiserbund 
of 1873 wrote to Von Arnim, his ambassador in Paris, ‘A 
French Republic will with great difficulty find a monarchical 
ally against us.' When the Third Republic was being created 
‘the Republican Anarchy'’ was still a bogey to scare the dynastic 
rulers of Europe, and France was the traditional home and 
origin of that bogey. After 1789 it was she, more than any 
other country, who had made ‘red republicanism' a challenge 
to the whole established order in Europe. And Lord Tennyson 
was reflecting accurately the reputation of France in Europe 
when he wrote of ‘the red fool-fury of the Seine’. ^ 

When the Fourth Republic was founded, the situation was 
exactly the opposite. Not only was republicanism the normal 
form of government in Europe and monarchy the exception, 
but France herself was no longer regarded as the traditional 
home of revolutionary ideas. Within a decade of Bismarck’s 
expressed hopes of making her the republican pariah of Europe, 
republicanism in France had become a force of order, stability, 
and even bourgois respectability. She was an ally of Tsarist 
Russia and a friend of monarchical Britain. In that short time 
republicanism lost its redness and its scarifying implications, 
and France was well on the way to reversing her nineteenth- 
century role in Europe. It was the achievement of the Third 

^ An excellent survey of this ‘red’ tradition may be found in John 
Plamenatz: The Revolutionary Movement in France, i8j§-i8yi (1952): 
and see John A. Scott: Republican Ideas and the Liberal Tradition in 
France, i8ychigi4 (1951) for a similar survey of the changing yet con- 
tinuous tradition after 1871. 
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Republic to make republicanism as conservative and respect- 
able in the old world as the United States had made it in the 
new. The ‘Conservative Republic’ of Thiers which crushed 
the Commune of Paris, the ‘Republic of the Dukes’ which 
succeeded it and devised so conservative a parliamentary 
regime, combined with the ‘Opportunist’ republicanism of a 
tamed Gambetta to transform the whole meaning of the word. 
For these reasons, the Third Republic was quite unlike either 
of its predecessors: and the Fourth was predestined to bear so 
close a resemblance to the Third. For after 1870 the whole 
international position of France changed, as has already been 
described.^ 

The pattern of this new and respectable republicanism was 
compounded of three main elements. The first was a strange 
combination of durability with instability. Whereas the First 
and Second Republics had been short-lived, the Third lasted a 
whole lifetime. Ministerial instability was by no means an 
invention of the Third Republic. It was a feature of the July 
Monarchy of Louis Philippe and of the Second Empire through- 
out most of its history. It was the achievement of the Third 
Republic to end constitutional instability at the price of 
greater ministerial instability. The penalty of keeping the 
same formal regime for seventy years was a constant tension 
and mobility in parliamentary politics. The famous ‘Himdred 
Ministries’ became .almost as notorious as the ‘Two Hundred 
Families’; but both had almost the same continuities of actual 
personnel and a similar continuity in policy.^ 

The second element was a combination of conservative 
institutions with revolutionary movements and ideas. There 
were recurrent demands for constitutional revision, but remark- 
ably few of them ever materialized. It was as if the most 
dynamic movements in the nation were for ever straining at the 
leash, finding so little opportunity to achieve far-reaching 
reforms within the conservative regime that they sought, if' no 

^ p. 134 above. 

^ For a spirited and ingenious discussion of this continuity, and a 
vigorous defence of the-Third Republic, see Maurice Reclus: Grandeur 
de la Troisihm de Gambetta d Poincari (1948). 
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longer to overthrow the regime, at least to modify it. Despite 
the much discussed sinistrisme of French parties in the Third 
Republic, it applied to little more than their self-affixed labels. 
There was as a rule a sharp contrast between the doctrines they 
professed for electoral consumption and their conservative and 
defensive behaviour when they were in office. The reasons for 
this were complex: the prolonging of anti-clerical and anti- 
militarist disputes long after these issues had ceased to be 
important for French life; the domination of most ministerial 
combinations by the Radicals, representing all those who wore 
their heart on the left but their wallet on the right; the weak- 
nesses and divisions among the socialist and organized labour 
movements which prevented them from exerting their pro- 
portionate influence in parliamentary life. Behind it all lay 
the legacy of a ‘revolutionary’ republican tradition which was 
no longer really revolutionary. The consequences of the 
paradox were popular cynicism about all parliamentary 
parties and personalities, and an often irresponsible impatience 
with constitutional procedures. Both these consequences helped 
to undermine the Republic itself. 

The third element in the pattern was a combination of 
decisive parliamentary power with a weak and fluid party 
system. The closed arena of the parliamentary chambers, 
immune from elections for four years (and, in the Fourth, 
virtually for five) and able to control ministries by a large 
repertoire of devices, ensured a system of gouvernement d^assem- 
blee. It did nothing to ensure ministerial stability. Strong 
party discipline and a imified standing opposition, as in 
Britain, would have modified this system drastically. In con- 
junction with the highly flexible multi-party system which 
grew up under the Third Republic, gouvernement d^assemblee 
inevitably produced infinitely collapsible cabinets, confusion 
of public life, and a habit of debrouillage which further weakened 
public respect for parliamentary government. The consequence 
was a further paradox, that in a liation devoted to herioc 
ideals and dogmatic ideologies, national policy was often a 
patchwork of cautious and half-hearted compromises. There 
was almost a cult of the second-best. The regime itself, in 1875, 
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was accepted faute de mieux, as the least objectionable. The 
second ballot encouraged a habit of ‘Second thoughts’ and 
‘next-best preferences’. The centre parties, so constantly the 
crucial elements in ministerial coalitions, thrived because each 
extreme preferred them to the other extreme. The Republic 
was throughout the form of government that divided French- 
men least: and so, in its own way, is the Fourth Republic. 

The pattern w^hich evolved from the interaction of these 
three elements had great practical advantages but also great 
psychological weaknesses. Each of these elements could be in 
one set of circumstances a source of strength, in another a 
source of weakness, according to whether practical or psycho- 
logical assets counted more. Thus the combination of con- 
stitutional durability with governmental instability shelved the 
tiresome and disruptive question of the form of regime, but it 
did so at the price of making democratic government weak 
government. This mattered little in the laissez-faire State of 
the 1870s. It mattered greatly in the positive State of the 
tw'entieth century. The combination of conservative institu- 
tions with revolutionary ideas meant that the Republic was 
the first successful attempt to reconcile the conservative and 
the revolutionary traditions in France. But it also meant that 
in the twentieth century the forces of change were resisted and 
obstructed to the point of frustration. The combination of a 
system of gouvernement d'assemhlee with the multi-party system 
meant that in a deeply divided society the Republic was able to 
provide a forum where the highest measure of general agree- 
ment could be reached without recourse to violence. It also 
meant that in a half-centiiry of world wars, economic crises 
and totalitarian threats, French national policy was often weak 
when it shordd have been strong, and hesitant when it needed 
to be decisive. Perhaps every regime is, in this sense, a mixed 
blessing. But what characterized the history of the Third 
Republic was the fatalistic way in which all its original assets 
turned, in course of time, into liabilities. The increase in 
ministerial instability between the wars, the increasing violence 
of party conflict, and the increasing tendency before the war 
to govern by degrees, suggest that France was heading for a 
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constitutional crisis anyhow by the 1940s, even if the last 
National Assembly of the Third Republic had not cut short 
its own life by self-immolation in 1940, 

The history of the Fourth Republic between 1946 and 1952 
was the record of an uphill struggle to re-establish republican 
parliamentary institutions without relapsing to the latter-day 
defects of the Third. It certainly had by no means succeeded 
by 1952: yet its record, like that of the Third, showed that it 
had certain hidden sources of strength. It had kept at bay 
the growth of Communism, without any help from the anti- 
parliamentary forces of Gaullism. It had presided over the 
economic recovery of France after extreme impoverishment 
and dislocation during the war. It had shown a capacity for 
survival which confounded its most severe critics and surprised 
even its friends. If its fate were only to repeat, in still further 
detail, the achievements of the Third Republic, would that 
be, after all, so negative a result? Thomas Kernan, an American 
who severely criticized the Third Republic, paid it a tribute 
with which this discussion may fairly end. 

France under the Third Republic invested Western culture with 
a great and generous tradition. She gave us the paintings of Manet, 
Monet, Van Gogh; the books of Anatole France and Rostand; the 
music of Ravel and Debussy; the thought of Bergson, Poincar^, 
Marie Curie. Long after the moment of recrimination is past the 
world will remember these. There are, too, the unforgettable small 
and tender things that were part of her face. I think of the village 
fetes on the 14th July, the little schools, the wit which bubbled in 
the bistro. France of the Third Republic gave to all men the right 
to live, to work, to love, and to laugh. Her warm-hearted humanity 
opened the gates to the oppressed and plundered of all nations. 
When the balance-sheet is drawn in the annals of peoples this may 
not seem a negligible tribute. ^ 

^ Thomas Keman; Report m France (1942), p. 191. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAWS 

(A) Resolution of 17 February x8yi nominating M. Thiers 
Chief of the Executive Power of the French Republic. 

The National Assembly, depository of sovereign authority, 
considering it essential, until the institutions of France are 
constituted, to make immediate provision for the necessities of 
government and the conduct of negotiations, decrees that: 
M. Thiers be named Chief of the Executive Power of the French 
Republic: he shall exercise his functions under the authority 
of the National Assembly, with the concurrence of ministers 
whom he shall choose and over whom he shall preside. 

(B) Law of 21 August i8yi declaring that the Chief of the 
Executive Power shall take the title of President of the French 
Republic. 

Art, I, The Chief of the Executive Power shall take the title 
of President of the French Republic, and shall continue to 
exercise, under the authority of the National Assembly for so 
long as it shall not have finished its tasks, the functions which 
have been delegated to him by the decree of 1 7 February 1871, 

Art s. The President of the Republic promulgates the laws 
as soon as they are passed to him by the President of the 
National Assembly. He ensures and superintends the execu- 
tion of laws. He resides where the Assembly is in session. He 
is heard by the National Assembly whenever he deems it 
necessary, ^ter having informed the President of the Assembly 
of his intention. He appoints and dismisses ministers. The 
Council of ministers and the ministers are responsible before 
the Assembly, Every act of the President must be counter- 
signed by a minister. The President of the Republic is respon- 
able before the Assembly. 

(C) Law of 12 March 18^2^ regulating the attributions of 
Public Powers and the conditions of ministerial responsibility. 

238 
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The National Assembly, reserving in its integrity the constitu- 
ent power which belongs to it, but wishing to extend the 
attributions of Public Powers, decrees: 

Art I. The Law of 31 August 1871 is modified as follows: 

The President of the Republic communicates with the 
Assembly by messages which, except for those which open 
sessions, are read at the tribune by a minister. Nevertheless, he 
will be heard by the Assembly in the discussion of laws when he 
deems it necessary, and after his having informed it by a mes- 
sage of his intention. The discussion on the occasion of which 
the President of the Republic wishes to speak is suspended after 
the message is received, and the President will be heard on the 
following day, unless by a special vote it be decided that it 
shall be on the same day. The session is adjourned after he has 
been heard, and the discussion is renewed only at a later session. 
The debate takes place in the absence of the President of the 
Republic. 

Art s. The President of the Republic promulgates laws 
declared to be urgent within three days, and laws not urgent 
within a month, after the vote of the Assembly. During the 
three days following, where a law not submitted for three 
readings is concerned, the President of the Republic shall have 
the right, in a message stating his reason, to ask for a new 
debate. For laws submitted to the formality of three readings, 
the President of the Republic shall have the right, after the 
second reading, to ask that the third debate should be put on 
the agenda only after a delay of two months. 

Art The terms of the preceding article shall not apply to 
acts by which the National Assembly shall exercise the con- 
stituent power which is reserved for it in the preamble of the 
present law. 

Art 4. Interpellations can’be addressed only to ministers, and 
not to the President of the Republic. When interpellations 
addressed to ministers or petitions sent to the Assembly are 
concerned with external affairs, the President of the Republic 
shall have the right to be heard. When such interpellations or 
petitions have bearing on internal affairs, ministers alone shall 
reply for acts which concern them. Nevertheless if, by a special 
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resolution, communicated to the Assembly before the opening 
of the discussion by the Vice-President of the Council of Minis- 
ters, the Council declares that the questions raised are con- 
nected with the general policy of the government, and thus in- 
volve the responsibility of the President of the Republic, the 
President shall have the right to be heard according to the 
procedure laid down by Article i. After hearing the Vice- 
President of the Council, the Assembly fixes the day for the 
discussion. 

Art, 5. The National Assembly shall not dissolve before hav- 
ing legislated (i) on the organization and mode of transmission 
of the legislative and executive powers; (ii) on the creation and 
the attributions of a Second Chamber not due to enter into 
its duties until after the dissolution of the present Assembly; 
(iii) on the electoral law. The Government will submit to the 
Assembly draft laws on the objectives here enumerated. 

(D) Law 0/23 February relating to the organization of 
the Public Powers. 

Art, I, The legislative power is exercised by two Assemblies: 
the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate. The Chamber of 
Deputies is chosen by universal suffrage, in conditions deter- 
mined by the electoral law. The composition, method of 
nomination and attributions of the Senate will be regulated by 
a special law. 

Art, 2, The President of the Republic is elected by an absolute 
majority of votes by the Senate and the Chamber of Deputies 
meeting as the National Assembly. He is appointed for seven 
years. He is re-eligible. 

Art, The President of the Republic has the initiative in 
proposing laws, concurrently with members of the two Cham- 
bers. He promulgates laws when they have been voted by the 
two Chambers: he superintends and ensures their execution. 
He has the right of pardon; amnesties cannot be granted ex- 
cept by a law. He has direction of the armed forces. He appoints 
to all civil and military posts. He presides at State occasions; 
envoys and ambassadors of foreign powers are accredited to him. 
Every act of the President must be coimtersigned by a minister. 
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Art, 4, Gradually, as vacancies occur after the promulgation 
of the present law, the President of the Republic appoints, in 
the Council of Ministers, Councillors of State on ordinary ser- 
vice. Councillors of State thus appointed can be dismissed only 
by a decree passed in the Council of Ministers. Councillors of 
State appointed under the Law of 24 May 1872 can be dis- 
missed before the expiry of their powers only in the way laid 
down in this Law. After the dissolution of the National Assem- 
bly, dismissal can be effected only by a resolution of the 
Senate. 

Art. 5. The President of the Republic can, with the agree- 
ment of the Senate, dissolve the Chamber of Deputies before 
the legal expiry of its mandate. In this case, the electoral col- 
leges are convoked for new elections within a period of three 
months. 

Art. 6. Ministers are collectively responsible before the 
Chambers for the general policy of the Government, and indi- 
vidually for their personal acts. The President of the Republic 
is responsible only in the case of high treason. 

Art 7. In the event of a vacancy by death or any other cause, 
the two Chambers meeting together proceed immediately to 
the election of a new President. In the interval the Council of 
Ministers is invested with executive power. 

Art 8. The Chambers shall have the right, by separate 
decisions taken in each case by an absolute majority of votes, 
either spontaneously or at the request of the President of the 
Republic, to declare that there is need to revise the constitu- 
tional laws. After each of the two Chambers shall have passed 
this resolution, they sn^all naeet together as the National 
Assembly to proceed to the revision. Decisions carrying out 
revision of the constitutio4al laws, either in whole or in part, 
must be taken by an absolute majority of the members compos- 
ing the National Assembly. Nevertheless, for the duration of 
the powers conferred by the Law of 20 November 1875 on 
M. le Mar^chal de Mac-Mahon, such revision can take place 
only when proposed by the President of the Republic. 

Art p. TTie seat of the executive power and of the two 
Chambers is at Versailles. 

16 
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(E) Law of 24 February i8y§y relating to the organization of 
the Senate. 

Art, X. The Senate is composed of 300 members: 225 elected 
by the Departments and Colonies, and 75 elected by the 
National Assembly. 

Art, 2. {Allocation of Senatorial seats to the various Departments,) 

Art, 5. No one can be a Senator unless he is French, at least 
forty years old, and enjoys all civil and political rights. 

Art, 4. Senators of the Departments and Colonies are elected 
by an absolute majority, and when need be by scrutin de liste^ 
by a college meeting in the chief town of the Department or 
Colony, composed of (i) the Deputies, (ii) the General Coun- 
cillors, (iii) the Councillors of the Arrondissementy (iv) delegates 
elected, one for each Municipal Council, amongst the electors 
of the Commune. In the French Indies, the members of the 
Colonial Council or of the local councils are substituted for the 
General Councillors, Councillors of the Arrondissement and dele- 
gates of the Municipal Council. They vote in the chief town of 
each settlement. 

Art. 5. The Senators appointed by the Assembly are elected 
by scrutin de liste and by an absolute majority of votes. 

Art, 6. The Senators of the Departments and Colonies are 
elected for nine years and are renewable, one third at a time, 
every three years . , . {details of initial procedure) , 

Art, 7. The Senators elected by the Assembly are irremovable. 
In the event of a vacancy arising from death, resignation or 
other cause, replacement will be arranged, within two months, 
by the Senate itself. 

Art, 8, The Senate has, concurrently with the Chamber of 
Deputies, the right of initiative and drafting in law-making. 
Nevertheless laws of finance must, in the first instance, be 
presented in the Chamber of Deputies and voted upon by it. 

Art, g. The Senate can be constituted a Court of Justice to 
judge either the President of the Republic, or ministers, and to 
take cognizance of attempts against the security of the State. 

Art, JO, Election of the Senate -will be proceeded with one 
month before the date fixed by the National Assembly for its 
dissolution. The Senate shall enter upon its functions and shall 
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be constituted the same day that the National Assembly dis- 
solves. 

Art. II. The present Law shall be promulgated only after the 
decisive vote on the law of the Public Powers (i.e. (D) above). 

(F) Constitutional Law of 16 July i8y§ on the relations between 
the Public Powers. 

Art. I. The Senate and the Chamber of Deputies meet every 
year on the second Tuesday in January, unless convoked ear- 
lier by the President of the Republic. The two Chambers must 
sit for at least five months every year. The session of one begins 
and ends at the same times as diat of the other. On the Sunday 
after the opening of Parliament, public prayers shall be 
addressed to God in the churches and Protestant chapels, to 
invoke His blessing on the work of the Assemblies. 

Art. 2. The President of the Republic declares the session 
closed. He has the right to convoke the Chambers for an ex- 
traordinary session. He must convoke them if requested, in the 
interval between sessions, by an absolute majority of the mem- 
bers composing each Chamber. The President can adjourn the 
Chambers. Nevertheless, adjournment may not exceed the 
period of one month, nor may it take place more than twice in 
one session. 

Art. 3. At least one month before the legal termination of the 
powers of the President of the Republic, the Chambers must 
meet as the National Assembly to proceed to the election of the 
new President. If the Chambers are not convoked, this meet- 
ing may take place with full legality on the fifteenth day 
before die expiry of these powers. In the event of the death or 
resignation of the President of the Republic, the two Chambers 
meet immediately and with full legsility. In the event that, by 
application of Arfcle 5 of the Law of 25 February 1875, the 
Chamber of Deputies should be dissolved at the moment when 


1 The Law of 2 Augiist 1875, defining in detail the procedure for the 
election of Senators, is not given here, as it was later considerably amended. 
The text in French, and later emendations, may be studied in Dugtdt, 
Monnier & Bonnard: Les Constitutions et les PrincipaUs Lois Politigiies de la 
France. 
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the Presidency of the Republic becomes vacant, the electoral 
colleges should be summoned at once, and the Senate should 
meet with full legality. 

Art 4. Any assembly of either of the Chambers held out of 
the period of common session is illicit, and not of full legality 
save in the event foreseen in the preceding Article and when the 
Senate meets as a Court of Justice: and, in this latter event, it 
may exercise only judicial functions. 

Art^. The sessions of the Senate and those of the Chamber of 
Deputies are public. Nevertheless each Chamber may form 
itself into a secret committee, on the request of a certain num- 
ber of its members fixed by regulation. It then decides, by an 
absolute majority, whether the session should be held again in 
public on the same subject. 

Aft 6. The President of the Republic communicates with the 
Chambers by messages, which are read at the tribune by a 
minister. Ministers have entry to both Chambers and must be 
heard when they so ask. They may have the assistance of com- 
missioners, appointed for the discussion of any given proposed 
law by the decree of the President of the Republic. ' 

Art 7. The President of the Republic promulgates laws with- 
in a month after the transmission to the Government of the law 
definitely adopted. He must promulgate within three days 
laws whose promulgation has been declared urgent by a 
specific vote in each of the two Chambers. Before the date 
fixed for promulgation the President of the Republic may, by 
a message giving his reason, ask the two Chambers to recon- 
sider them, and they cannot refuse. 

Art 8. The President of the Republic negotiates and ratifies 
treaties. He makes them known to the Chambers as soon as the 
interest and security of the State penmt. Treaties of peace, of 
commerce, treaties involving State finance, those which have 
bearing upon personal rights and the property-rights of French- 
men abroad, are operative only after they have been voted 
upon by the two Chambers. No cession, exchange or acquisi- 
tion of territory may take place except by virtue of a law. 

Art, p. The President of the Republic caamot declare war 
without the previous assent of the two Chambers. 
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Art TO. Each Chamber is judge of the eligibility of its mem- 
bers and of the regularity of their election; it alone can receive 
their resignation. 

Art, II, The bureau of each of the two Chambers is elected 
each year for the duration of the session, and for every extra- 
ordinary session which may take place before the ordinary 
session of the following year. When the two Chambers meet 
together as the National Assembly, their bureau consists of the 
President, Vice-Presidents and Secretaries of the Senate, 

Art, 12, The President of the Republic cannot be proceeded 
against except by the Chamber of Deputies,- and cannot be 
judged except by the Senate. Ministers can be proceeded against 
by the Chamber of Deputies for crimes committed in the exer- 
cise of their functions. In this event, they are judged by the 
Senate. The Senate can be constituted a Court of Justice by a 
decree of the President of the Republic, issued in the Council 
of Ministers, to judge every person charged with an attempt 
against the security of the State. If the preliminary investiga- 
tion has started in an ordinary court, the decree convoking the 
Senate can be framed to include the decision to transfer the 
case. A law shall determine the method of procedure for bring- 
ing the charge, the preliminary investigation, and the judge- 
ment. 

Art. ij. No member of either Chamber can be prosecuted or 
harassed by the police because of opinions expressed or votes 
given in the exercise of his functions. 

Art, 14. No member of either Chamber can, during the period 
of a parliamentary session, be prosecuted or arrested for a 
criminal or minor offence except on the authority of the 
Chamber of which he is a member, unless he be caught in the 
act. The detention or prosecution of a member of either 
Chamber is suspended during a session, and for its whole 
duration, if the Chamber so requires. 

(G) Organic Law of 30 November 1873* on the Election of 
Deputies. 

Art, I, Deputies shall be chosen by the electors registered: 
(i) on the lists drawn up in conformity with the Law of 7 July 
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1874; (2) on the compiementaiy list comprising those wHo have 
resided in the Commune for six months. . . 

Art, 2, Regular soldiers and conscripts of all ranks and arms 
in the Army and Navy take no part in any voting when they 
are with their corps^ on duty or carrying out their fimctions. 
Those who, at the time of the election, are on leave, not on 
active service, or in possession of a regulation pass, can vote 
in the Commune on the electoral lists of which they are regu- 
larly registered. This last rule applies equally to oflBcers and 
conscripts who are on half-pay or in the cadres of reserves. 

Art. 3. Throughout the period of elections, circulars and 
programmes signed by candidates, posters and electoral mani- 
festoes signed by one or more electors can, after a copy has 
been sent to the Public Prosecutor’s oflSce, be posted up and 
distributed without previous authorization. The distribution 
of voting papers is not subject to the formality of their being 
sent to the Public Prosecutor’s office. It is forbidden for any 
agent of a public or municipal authority to distribute voting 
papers, programmes and circulars for candidates. The regula- 
tions of Article 19 of the organic Law of 2 August 1875, on the 
election of Senators, shall be applicable to the elections of 
Deputies. 2 

Art. 4. The poll shall last only one day. Voting takes place in 
the chief place of the Commune; nevertheless, each Commune 
can be divided, by decree of the Prefect, into as many sections 
as local circumstances and the number of electors demand. 
The second ballot shall continue to take place on the second 
Sunday after the day when the result of the first ballot is an- 
nounced, in conformity with the regulations of Article 65 of the 
Law of 15 March 1849. 

Art. j. . . . The vote is secret. . , . 

Art. 6. Every elector is eligible to be a candidate, without 
property qualffication, when he is over the age of twenty-five. 

Art. 7. No soldier or sailor, forming part of the active armed 
forces on land or sea, can be elected a member of the Chamber 

^ Some portions of this Act which deal with small details or which were 
subsequently changed have been omitted from this translation* 

2 This provides for punishment of corruption or intimidation at elections. 
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of Deputies, no matter what his rank or his functions. . . . [This 
regulation] does not apply to the reserves of the active Army, 
nor to the territorial Army. 

ArL 8, The exercise of public functions paid for by the State 
is incompatible with a Deputy’s mandate. In consequence 
every fonctionnaire elected as Deputy shall be dismissed from his 
post unless, within eight days after the verification of returns, 
he makes it known that he does not accept the Deputy’s man- 
date. The above regulations do not apply to the functions of a 
Minister, Under-Secretary of State, ui^bassador, plenipotenti- 
ary, the Prefect of the Seine, the Prefect of Police, the First 
Presidents of the Cour de Cassation^ Cour des Comptes^ Com Appel 
de Paris^ the Procureurs gineraux attached to the Com de Cassation^ 
Cour des Comptes or the Cour d^ Appel de Paris, Archbishops and 
Bishops . . . etc. 

Art II. Every Deputy appointed or promoted to a salaried 
public office ceases to belong to the Chamber by the mere fact 
of his acceptance: but he can be re-elected if the office which he 
holds is compatible with a Deputy’s mandate. Deputies who 
are appointed Ministers or Under-Secretaries of State need not 
be re-elected. . . . 

Art. 13. Pledges exacted beforehand from candidates are null 
and void. 

Art. 14. The members of the Chamber of Deputies ^e elected 
for single-member constituencies. Each administrative erron-- 
dissement shall elect one Deputy. Arrondissements whose popula- 
tion exceeds one hundred thousand inhabitants shall elect one 
further Deputy for every hundred-thousand inhabitants or 
less. . . . 

Art. 15. Deputies are elected for four years. The Chamber is 
all renewed at one time. 

Art. 16. In the event of a vacancy by death, resignation or 
otherwise, the election must take place within three months, 
starting from the day the vacancy began. Where vacancy is 
due to the exercise of option, the vacancy must be filled within 
one month. 

Art. 17. Deputies are paid. This pay is fixed by the regula- 
tions in Articles 96 and 97 of the Law of 15 March 1849 and by 
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those of the Law of i6 February 1872. 

Art, 18, No one is elected on the first ballot unless he has won 
(i) an absolute majority of the votes given; (2) a number of 
votes equal to a quarter of the electors on the register. At the 
second ballot a relative majority is suflficient. When votes are 
equal, the eldest candidate is elected. 

Art ig. Each Department of Algeria elects one Deputy. . . . 

Art 21. The four Colonies to which Senators have been allo- 
cated by the Law of 24 February 1 875 concerning the organiza- 
tion of the Senate, elect one Deputy each. . . . 

(H) Resolution of 10 July ig4p conferring power on Marshal 
P^tain. 

The National Assembly confers power on the government of 
the Republic, under the signature and authority of Marshal 
Petain, with a view to promulgating, in one or more decrees, 
the new constitution of the French State. This Constitution 
should safeguard the rights of labour, family and fatherland. 
It will be ratified by the nation and brought into application 
by the Assemblies which it creates.^ 

(I) Law concerning the Organization of the Public Powers^ 21 Octo^ 
her 1945. 

(In the Referendum submitted to the French people on 2 1 October 
1945, the electorate was asked two questions. First, whether it wished 
the Assembly about to be elected to be a Constituent Assembly: and 
secondly, if the majority should answer yes to this first question, 
whether it wished the Public Powers to be organized according to the 
text of the law printed on the back of the ballot-paper. 

Below is the text of this Law. As a great naajority voted affirma- 
tively in reply to both questions, this Law came into force as the first 
Constitutional Law of the Fourth Republic, governing the delibera- 
fions and powers of the National Constituent Assembly.) 

Art I. The Constituent Assembly created by the elections of 
21 October 1945 shall elect forthwith, by public ballot and by 

1 This resolution carried bv 569 votes against 80, with 50 abstentions, 
and became the basis of the Vichy Government. As the last act of the 
National Assembly, it marks the death of the Third Republic. Cf. p. 216. 
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an absolute majority of the members composing it, the Presi- 
dent of the Provisional Government of the Republic. He shall 
form his government and submit it for the approval of the 
Assembly, at the same time as the programme of the govern- 
ment. 

The government shall be responsible before the Assembly; 
but rejection of a bill or of a vote of credit shall not involve its 
dismissal. This shall be obligatory only after a separate motion 
of censure taken at least two days after it has been notified to 
the bureau of the Assembly, and adopted, by means of open 
ballot, by an absolute majority of the members composing the 
Assembly. 

Art s. The Assembly shall set up the new Constitution. 

Art 3. The Constitution adopted by the Assembly shall be 
submitted by referendum for the approval of the electoral body 
of French citizens within a month after its adoption by the 
Assembly. 

Art 4. The Assembly shall have legislative power. It shall 
have the right of initiating legislation, concurrently with the 
government. After the one month allowed for the promulgation 
of laws, the government shall have the right to ask for a second 
debate. If after that the former vote is confirmed by an abso- 
lute majority of the members composing the Assembly, the 
law shall be promulgated within three days. 

Art 5. The Assembly shall vote on the budget, but shall not 
have the right to initiate expenditure. 

Art 6. The powers of the Assembly shall expire on the day 
when the new Constitution shall come into force, and at latest 
seven months after the first meeting of the Assembly. 

Art 7. Should the electoral body reject the Constitution 
drafted by the Assembly, or should the Assembly not have 
drafted one within the time-limit fixed by Article 6, election of 
a new Constituent Assembly shall take place forthwith, by the 
same procedure and with the same powers, and it shall meet 
with full legality on the second Tuesday after its election. 

Art 8. The present Law, adopted by the French people, shall 
have constitutional force and shall be executed as a Law of the 
State. 
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(J) CONSTITUTION OF THE FOURTH 
REPUBLIC 


The text drafted and approved by the National Constituent 
Assembly was submitted to popular referendum on 13 October 
1946. According to figures in the Journal Officiel (28 October 
1946), it was approved by 9,120,576 votes to 7,980,333 votes, 
but 7,938,884 abstained from voting. Thus it was carried by 
53.3 per cent of those who voted validly; but 34 per cent of the 
total electorate abstained from voting, and the affirmative 
vote represented only 39 per cent of the whole electorate. The 
elections for the National Assembly were held on 10 November 
1946, and the Constitution entered into force on 24 December 
when the Council of the Republic first met. It operated fully 
from 22 January 1947, when M. Vincent Auriol assumed 
office as the first President of the Republic. This English version 
of the text is based on that issued by the French Press and 
Information Service in the United States of America, with some 
verbal amendments by the present author. 


PREAMBLE 

On the morrow of the victory of the free peoples over the 
regimes that attempted to enslave and degrade the human 
person, the French people proclaims once more, that every 
human being, without distinction of race, religion or belief, 
possesses sacred and inalienable rights. It solemnly reaffirms 
the rights and freedoms of man and of the citizen consecrated 
by the Declaration of Rights of 1789 and the fundamental 
principles recognized by the laws of the Republic. 

It further proclaims as most vital in our time the following 
political, economic and social principles: 

The law guarantees to women equal rights with men in 
all domains. 
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Anyone persecuted because of his activities in the cause of 
freedom has the right of asylum within the territories of the 
Republic. 

Everyone has the duty to work and the right to obtain 
employment. No one may suffer in his work or his employ- 
ment because of his origin, his opinions or his beliefs. 

Everyone may defend his rights and interests by trade union 
action and may join the union of his choice. 

The right to strike may be exercised within the framework 
of the laws that govern it. 

Every worker through his delegates may participate in 
collective bargaining to determine working conditions, as well 
as in the management of business. 

All property and all enterprises that now have or subse- 
quently shall have the character of a national public service or 
a monopoly in fact must become the property of the com- 
munity. 

The nation ensures to the individual and the family the 
conditions necessary to their development. 

It guarantees to all, and notably to the child, the mother and 
the aged worker, health protection, material security, rest and 
leisure. Every human being who, because of his age, his 
physical or mental condition, or because of the economic 
situation, finds himself unable to work, has the right to obtain 
from the community the means to lead a decent existence. 

The nation proclaims the solidarity and equality of all 
Frenchmen with regard to the burdens resulting from national 
disasters. 

The nation guarantees equal access of children and adults 
to education, professional training and culture. The establish- 
ment of free, secular, public education on all levels is a duty of 
the State. 

The French Republic, faithful to its traditions, abides by the 
rules of international law. It will not undertsike wars of con- 
quest and will never use its arms against the freedom of any 
people. 

On condition of reciprocity, France accepts the limitations of 
sovereignty necessary to the organization and defence of peace. 
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France forms with the people of its overseas territories a 
Union based upon equality of rights and duties without dis- 
tinction of race or religion. 

The French Union is composed of nations and peoples who 
wish to place in common or co-ordinate their resources and 
their efforts in order to develop their civilization, increase their 
well-being, and ensure their security. 

Faithful to her traditional mission, France proposes to guide 
the peoples for whom she has assumed responsibility toward 
freedom to govern themselves and democratically to manage 
their own affairs; putting aside any system of colonization 
based upon arbitrary power, she guarantees to all equal access 
to public office and the individual or collective exercise of the 
rights and liberties proclaimed or confirmed above. 

THE INSTITUTIONS OF THE REPUBLIC 
TITLE I: SOVEREIGNTY 

Art, I, France is a republic, indivisible, secular, democratic, 
and social. 

Art, 2, The national emblem is the tricolour flag — blue, 
white and red — in three vertical bands of equal dimensions. 

The national anthem is the ‘Marseillaise’. 

The motto of the republic is; ‘Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.’ 

Its principle is; government of the people, for the people and 
by the people. 

Art, 5. National sovereignty belongs to the French 
people. 

No section of the people nor any individual may assume its 
exercise. 

The people shall exercise it in constitutional matters by the 
vote of their representatives or by the referendum. 

In all other matters they shall exercise it through their 
deputies in the National Assembly, elected by universal, equal, 
direct, and secret suffrage. 

Art 4, All French citizens and nationals of both sexes, who 
are majors and enjoy civil and political rights, may vote under 
conditions determined by the law. 
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TITLE II. THE PARLIAMENT 

Art 5. The Parliament shall be composed of the National 
Assembly and the Council of the Republic. 

Art 6 . The duration of the powers of each Assembly, its mode 
of election, the conditions of eligibility, the grounds of ineligi- 
bilities and incompatibilities shall be determined by the law. 

However, the two Chambers shall be elected on a territorial 
basis, the National Assembly by universal, direct suffrage, the 
Council of the Republic by the communal and departmental 
bodies by universal, indirect suffrage. The Council cf the 
Republic is renewable one-half at a time. 

Nevertheless, the National Assembly may itself elect by 
proportional representatiori councillors whose number shall 
not exceed one-sixth of the total number of members of the 
Council of the Republic. 

The number of members of the Council of the Republic may 
not be less than 250 nor more than 320. 

Art, 7. War may not be declared without a vote of the 
National Assembly and the previous concurrence of the 
Council of the Republic. 

Art, 8 , Each of the two Chambers shall be the judge of the 
eligibility of its members and the regularity of their elections; 
it alone may receive their resignation. 

Art, g. The National Assembly shall convene by right every 
year on the second Tuesday in January. 

The total duration of interruptions of each session may not 
exceed four months. Adjournments of more than ten days 
shall be considered as interruptions. 

The Council of the Republic shall sit at the same time as the 
National Assembly. 

Art 10. The meetings of the two chambers shall be public. 
Reports of the debates in extenso, as well as the parliamentary 
documents, shall be published in the Journal Officiel, 

Each of the two Chambers may convene as a secret com- 
mittee. 

Art II, Each of the two Chambers shall elect its secretariat 
every year, at the beginning of the session, by proportional 
representation of party groups. 
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When the two Chambers meet together to elect the President 
of the Republic, their secretariat shall be that of the National 
Assembly. 

Ari, 13 . When the National Assembly is not sitting its 
secretariat, exercising control over the actions of the Cabinet, 
may convoke Parliament; it must do this upon the request of 
one-third of the deputies or of the President of the Council of 
Ministers. 

Art. j^. The National Assembly alone shall vote the laws. 
It may not delegate this right. 

Art. 14. The President of the Council of Ministers and the 
members of Parliament shall have the initiative in legislation. 

Bills and proposed laws introduced by members of the 
National Assembly shall be filed with its secretariat. 

Proposed laws introduced by members of the Council of the 
Republic shall be filed with its secretariat and sent without 
debate to the secretariat of the National Assembly. They may 
not be received if they would result in the reduction of revenues 
or the creation of new expenditures. 

Art. jj. The National Assembly shall study the bills and 
proposed laws submitted to it in its committees, of which it 
shall determine the number, coniposition, and competence. 

Art. 16. The budget proposed shall be submitted to the 
National Assembly. 

This proposal may include only such provisions as are 
strictly financial. 

An organic law \n ^1 regulate the method of presentation of 
the budget. 

Art. ly. The deputies of the National Assembly shall have 
the right to initiate expenditures. 

However, no proposals which would increase expenditures 
already decided upon or create new ones may be presented 
during the discussion of the budget and of prospective or 
supplementary appropriations. 

Art. 18. The National Assembly shall regulate the accounts 
of the nation. 

It shall be assisted in this task by the Cour des Comptes. 

The National Assembly may entrust to the Cour des Comptes 
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all investigations or examinations concerning public revenues 
and expenditures or the administration of the treasury. 

Art, ig, Ainnesty may not be granted except by a law. 

Art, 20. The Council of the Republic shall examine, in order 
to give its opinion thereon, the bills and proposed laws voted 
on first reading by the National Assembly. 

It shall give its opinion not more than two months after a 
measure is sent to it by the National Assembly. When the 
budget law is under discussion, this time may be reduced, if 
need be, to such time as does not exceed that taken by the 
National Assembly for its consideration and vote. When the 
National Assembly has adopted a rule for emergency procedure, 
the Council of the Republic shall give its opinion in the same 
time as that provided for debate by the rule of the National 
Assembly. The time limit specified in the present article shall 
be suspended during interruption of the session. It may be 
extended by a decision of the National Assembly. 

If the opinion of the Council of the Republic is in agreement 
with that of the National Assembly, or if it has not been given 
within the time limit specified in the preceding paragraph, the 
law shall be promulgated as passed by the National Assembly. 

If this opinion is not in agreement with that of the National 
Assembly, the latter body shall examine the bill or proposed 
law on second reading. It shall dispose definitively and abso- 
lutely of the amendments proposed by the Council of the 
Republic, accepting or rejecting them in whole or in part. If 
these amendments are completely or partially rejected, the 
vote on second reading of the law shall be by roll call and by 
absolute majority of the members of the National Assembly, 
when the vote on the whole has been taken under the same 
conditions by the Council of the Republic, 

Art, 21, No member of Parliament may be prosecuted, 
sought by the police, arrested, detained or tried because of 
opinions expressed or votes cast by him in the exercise of his 
functions- 

Art, 22, No member of Parliament may be prosecuted or 
arrested during his term of office for a criminal offence except 
with the authorization of the Chamber of which he is a 
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member, or in case of a major crime. The detention or 
prosecution of a member of Parliament shall be suspended if 
the Chamber of which he is a member requests it. 

Art, 25. Members of Parliament shall receive compensation 
fixed in relation to that of a given grade of civil servants. 

Art, 24. No one may be a member both of the National 
Assembly and of the Council of the Republic. Members of 
Parliament may not be members of the Economic Council or 
of the Assembly of the French Union. 

TITLE III. THE ECONOMIC COUNCIL 

Art, 2j, An Economic Council, whose statutes shall be deter- 
mined by law, shall examine, in order to give its opinion 
thereon, the bills and proposed laws within its purview. The 
National Assembly shall send such bills to this Council before 
it discusses them. 

The Economic Council may also be consulted by the Council 
of Ministers. It must be consulted by that body in the adop- 
tion of a national economic plan for full employment and the 
rational utilization of material resources. 

TITLE IV. DIPLOMATIC TREATIES 

Art, 26, Diplomatic treaties duly ratified and published shall 
have the force of law even when they are contrary to internal 
French legislation; they shall require for their application no 
legislative acts other than those necessary to ensure their 
ratification. 

Art, 27. Treaties u*elative to international organization, 
peace treaties, commercial treaties, treaties that involve 
national finances, treaties relative to the personal status and 
property rights of French citizens abroad, that modify internal 
French legislation, as well as those that involve the cession, 
exchange or addition of territories, shall not become final until 
they have been ratified by an act of the Legislature. 

No cession, no exchange and no addition of territory shall 
be valid without the consent of the populations concerned. 

Art 28, Since diplomatic treaties duly ratified and pub- 
lished have superior authority to that of French internal 
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legislation, their provisions shall not be abrogated, modified 
or suspended without previous formal denunciation through 
diplomatic channels. Whenever a treaty such as those men- 
tioned in Article 27 is concerned, such denunciation must be 
approved by the National Assembly, except in the case of 
commercial treaties. 

TITLE V. THE PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC 

Art. 2 g. The President of the Republic shall be elected by 
Parliament. 

He shall be elected for seven years. He shall not be eligible 
for re-election more than once. 

Art. JO. The President of the Republic shall appoint in the 
Council of Ministers the Councillors of State, the Grand 
Chancellor of the Legion of Honour, the ambassadors and 
special envoys, the members of the Superior Council and the 
Committee for National Defence, the rectors of the universi- 
ties, the prefects, the chiefs of the central administration, the 
general officers and the representatives of the Government in 
the overseas territories. 

Art. ji. The President of the Republic shall be kept in- 
formed of the progress of international negotiations. He shall 
sign and ratify all treaties. 

The President of the Republic shall accredit ambassadors 
and special envoys to foreign powers; foreign ambassadors and 
special envoys shall be accredited to him. 

Art. J2. The President of the Republic shall preside over 
the Council of Ministers. He shall order the minutes of 
their meetings to be recorded and shall keep them in his 
possession. 

Art. jj. The President of the Republic shall preside in the 
same capacity over the Superior Council and the Committee 
for National Defence, and shall have the title of Commander- 
in-Chief of the armed forces. 

Art. J4. The President of the Republic shall preside over the 
Superior Council of the Judiciary. 

jj. The President of the Republic shall have the right 
of pardon in the Superior Council of the Judiciary. 
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ArL The President of the Republic shall promulgate the 
laws within ten days after the text, as finally adopted, has been 
sent to the Government. This interval may be reduced to five 
days if the National Assembly declares an emergency. 

Within the time limit fixed for the promulgation of a law, 
the President 'of the Republic may, in a message stating his 
reasons, ask that it be reconsidered by both Chambers; this 
reconsideration may not be refused. 

If the President of the Republic does not promulgate a 
law within the time limit fixed by the present Constitution, 
the President of the National Assembly shall promulgate it. 

Art. The President of the Republic shall communicate 
with the Parliament by means of messages addressed to the 
National Assembly. 

Art. 38. Every act of the President of the Republic must be 
countersigned by the President of the Council of Ministers and 
by a Minister. 

Art. 59. Not more than thirty days and not less than fifteen 
days before the expiration of the term of office of the President 
of the Republic, Parliament shall elect a new President. 

Art. 40. If in the application of the preceding article the 
election must take place during the period when the National 
Assembly is dissolv^ in conformity with Article 51, the powers 
of the President of the Republic in office shall be extended until 
such time as the new President is elected. Parliament shall 
elect this new President within ten days after the election of the 
new National Assembly. 

In this case, the President of the Council of Ministers shall 
be appointed within fifteen days after the election of the new 
President of the Republic. 

Art, 41. If the President of the Republic is not able to exer- 
cise his function for reasons duly noted by a vote of Parliament, 
or in the event of a vacancy caused by death, resignation or 
any other circumstance, the President of the National Assem- 
bly shall assume the interim functions of the President of the 
Republic. He shall be replaced in his own duties by a Vice- 
President, 

The new President of the Republic shall be elected within 
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ten days, except under the conditions specified in the preceding 
Article. 

Art. 42. The President of the Republic may not be tried 
except for high treason. 

He may be indicted by the National Assembly and arraigned 
before the High Court of Justice under the conditions set forth 
in Article 57 below. 

Art. 43. The function of the President of the Republic is 
incompatible with any other public office. 

Art. 44. Members of the families that once reigned over 
France shall not be eligible for the Presidency of the Republic. 

TITLE VI. THE COUNCIL OF MINISTERS 

Art. 43. At the opening of each Legislature, the President of 
the Republic, after the customary consultations, shall designate 
the President of the Council. 

The latter shall submit to the National Assembly the pro- 
gramme and the policy of the Cabinet he intends to constitute. 

The President of the Council and the Ministers may not be 
formally appointed until the President of the Council receives 
a vote of confidence from the National Assembly by a roll-call 
vote and by an absolute majority of the deputies, except when 
force majeure prevents the National Assembly from meeting. 

The same procedure shall be followed during a legislative 
session in the event of a vacancy caused by death, resignation 
or any other circumstance, except in the case set forth in 
Article 52 below. 

No ministerial crisis occurring within the fifteen-day period 
after the appointment of the Ministers shall require the appli- 
cation of Article 51. 

Art. 46. The President of the Council and the - Minister 
chosen by him shall be formally appointed by a decree of the 
President of the Republic. 

Art. 4y. The President of the Council shall ensure the execu- 
tion of the laws. 

He shall appoint all civil and military officials except those 
specified in Articles 30, 46, and 84. 

The President of the Council shall assume the direction of 
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the armed forces and shall co-ordinate all measures necessary 
for the national defence. 

The acts of the President of the Council mentioned in the 
present Article shall be countersigned by the Ministers con- 
cerned. 

Art, 48, The Ministers shall be collectively responsible to the 
National Assembly for the general policy of the Cabinet and 
individually responsible for their personal actions. 

They shall not be responsible to the Council of the Republic. 

Art, 4g, A question of confidence may not be put except 
after discussion by the Council of Ministers; it can be put only 
by the President of the Council. 

The vote of a question of confidence may not be taken until 
one full day after it has been put before the Assembly. It shall 
be taken by a roll call. 

The Cabinet may not be refused a vote of confidence except 
by an absolute majority of the deputies in the Assembly. 

Refusal to give such a vote shall automatically result in the 
collective resignation of the Cabinet. 

Art, 50. Passage of a motion of censure by the National 
Assembly shall automatically result in the collective resigna- 
tion of the Cabinet. 

The vote on such a motion cannot be taken until one full 
day after it has been made. It must be taken by a roll call. 

A motion of censure may be adopted only by an absolute 
majority of the deputies in the Assembly. 

Art, 51. If in the course of an eighteen-month period two 
ministerial crises occur under the conditions set forth in 
Articles 49 and 50, the Council of Ministers, after consultation 
with the President of the Assembly, may decide to dissolve the 
Assembly. Its dissolution shall be proclaimed by a decree of 
the President of the Republic, in accordance with such decision. 

The provisions of the preceding paragraph may not be 
applied before the expiration of the first eighteen months of 
the Legislature. 

Art, 52, In case of dissolution, the Cabinet, with the excep- 
tion of the President of the Council and the Minister of the 
Interior, shall remain in office to carry out current business. 
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The President of the Republic shall appoint the President 
of the National Assembly as President of the Council. The latter 
shall appoint a new Minister of the Interior with the approval 
of the secretariat of the National Assembly. He shall appoint as 
Ministers of State members of party groups not represented in 
the Government. 

General elections shall take place not less than twenty and 
not more than thirty days after the dissolution. 

The National Assembly shall convene by right on the third 
Thursday after its election. 

Art, 55. The Ministers shall have access to the two Chambers 
and to their Committees. They must be heard when they 
request it. 

In discussions before the Chambers they may be assisted by 
representatives designated by decree. 

Art, ^4, The President of the Council of Ministers may dele- 
gate his powers to a Minister. 

Art, 55. In the event of a vacancy' caused by death or any 
other circumstance, the Council of Ministers shall call upon 
one of its members to exercise temporarily the functions of 
President of the Council of Ministers. 

TITLE VII. THE LEGAL RESPONSIBILITY OF MINISTERS 

Art, 56. The Ministers shall be legally responsible for crimes 
and misdemeanours committed in the exercise, of their func- 
tions. 

Art, 57. The Ministers may be indicted by the National 
Assembly and arraigned before the High Court of Justice. 

The National Assembly shall decide this matter by secret 
ballot and by an absolute majority of its members, with the 
exception of those who may be called upon to participate in the 
prosecution, investigation or judgment of the case. 

Art, 5<9. The High Court of Justice shall be elected by the 
National Assembly at the opening of each Legislature. 

Art. 59. The organization of the High Court of Justice aind 
the procedure to be followed before it shall be determined by a 
special law. 
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TITLE VIII. THE FRENCH UNION 

Sectioti I. Principles 

Art, So, The French Union shall be composed, on the one 
hand, of the French Republic which comprises Metropolitan 
France and the overseas departments and territories, and on the 
other hand, of the Associated Territories and States. 

Art, 6i, The position of the Associated States within the 
French Union shall depend in each case on the act which 
defines their relationship with France. 

Art, 62, The members of the French Union shall place in 
common all their resources to guarantee the defence of the 
whole Union. The Government of the Republic shall assume 
the co-ordihation of these resources and the direction of such 
policy as will prepare and ensure this defence. 

Section 2, Organization 

Art, 63, The central organs of the French Union shall be: 
the President, the High Council and the Assembly. 

Art. 64, The President of the French Republic shall be the 
President of the French Union of which he represents the 
permanent interests. 

Art. 6^. The High Council of the French Union shall be 
composed, under the chairmanship of the President of the 
Union, of a delegation of the French Government and of the 
representatives that each Associated State is permitted to 
accredit to the President of the Union. 

Its function shall be to assist the Government in the general 
conduct of the affairs of the Union. 

Art. 66. The Assembly of the French Union shall be com- 
posed half of members representing Metropolitan France and 
half of members representing the overseas departments and 
territories and the Associated States. 

An organic law shall determine the mode of representation 
of the different sections of the population. 

Art, 6^. The members of the Assembly of the Union shall be 
elected by the regional assemblies for the overseas departments 
and territories; for Metropolitan France, they shall be elected 
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twO“t±iirds by the National Assembly representing the home 
country and one-third by the Council of the Republic repre- 
senting the home country. 

Art. 68 . The Associated States may appoint delegates to the 
Assembly of the Union within the limitations and conditions 
determined by a law and an internal legislative act of each 
State. 

Art. 6 g. The President of the French Union shall convoke the 
Assembly of the French Union and shall close its sessions. He 
must convoke it upon the request of half its members. 

The Assembly of the French Union may not sit during 
interruptions of the sessions of the Parliament. 

Art. 70. The rules set forth in Articles 8, 10, 21, and 23 shall 
be applicable to the Assembly of the French Union under the 
same conditions as to the Council of the Republic. 

Art. 7/. The Assembly of the French Union shall examine 
the bills or proposals submitted to it, for advice thereon, by 
the National Assembly or the Government of the French 
Republic or the Governments of the Associated States. 

The Assembly shall have the power to express its opinion on 
resolutions submitted to it by one of its members and, if they 
meet with its approval, to instruct its secretariat to send them 
to the National Assembly. It may submit proposals to the 
French Government and to the High Council of the French 
Union. 

In order to be admissible, the proposed resolutions referred 
to in the preceding paragraph must relate to legislation con- 
cerning the overseas territories. 

Art. J2. In the overseas territories, the legislative power shall 
belong to Parliament with regard to penal law, civil liberties 
and political and administrative organization. 

In all other matters, French laws shall be applicable in the 
overseas territories only by virtue of an express provision to 
this effect or if they have been extended to the overseas terri- 
tories by decree after consultation with the Assembly of the 
Union. 

Moreover, as an exception to Article 13, special provisions 
for each territory may be enacted by the President of the 
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Republic in the Council of Ministers after consultation with the 
Assembly of the Union. 

Section 5. The Overseas Departments and Territories 

Art 75. The legislative regime of the overseas departments 
shall be the same as that of the metropolitan departments save 
for exceptions determined by the law. 

ArU y4. The overseas territories shall be given special status 
which takes into account their particular interests within the 
framework of the general interests of the Union. 

This status and the internal organization of each overseas 
territory of group of territories shall be determined by law, 
after the Assembly of the French Union has expressed its 
opinion and after consultation with the territorial assemblies. 

Art. 75. The respective status of the members of the 
French Republic and of the French Union shall be subject to 
modifications. 

Modifications of status and passage from one category to 
another in the framework established in Article 60 may result 
only from a law passed by the Parliament after consultation 
with the territorial assemblies and the Assembly of the Union. 

Art. y6. The representative of the Government in each terri- 
tory or group of territories shall be the depositary of the 
powers of the Republic. He shall be the administrative head of 
the territory. 

He shall be responsible for his acts to the Government. 

Art. 77. An elective assembly shall be instituted in each 
territory. The electoral regime, composition, and powers of 
this assembly shall be determined by law. 

Art. y8. In the groups of territories, the management of 
matters of common interest shall be entrusted to an assembly 
composed of members elected by the territorial assemblies. 

Its composition and its powers shall be determined by law. 

Art. yg. The overseas territories shall elect representatives 
to the National Assembly and to the Council of the Republic 
under conditions determined by the law. 

Art. 80. All nationals of the overseas territories shall have the 
status of citizens, in the same capacity as French nationals of 
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Metropolitan France or the overseas territories. Special laws 
shall determine the conditions under which they may exercise 
their rights as citizens. 

ArL Si, All citizens and nationals of territories within the 
French Union shall have the status of citizens of the French 
Union, which ensures to them the enjoyment of the rights and 
liberties guaranteed by the Preamble of the present Constitu- 
tion. 

Art, 82, Those citizens who do not have French civil status 
shall retain their personal status so long as they have not 
renounced it. 

This status may in no case constitute a ground for refusing 
or limiting the rights and liberties pertaining to the status of 
French citizen. 

TITLE IX: THE SUPERIOR COUNCIL OF THE 
JUDICIARY 

Art, S3. The Superior Council of the Judiciary shall be 
composed of fourteen members; 

The President of the Republic, President; 

The Keeper of the Seals or Minister of Justice, Vice- 
President. 

Six persons elected for six years by the National Assembly, 
by a two-thirds majority and chosen outside its member- 
ship, and six alternates elected under the same con- 
ditions; 

Six persons designated as follows: four members of the 
magistrature elected for six years, representing each 
category of the magistrature, in the conditions laid 
down by law, and four alternates elected under the 
same conditions; and two members appointed for six 
years by the President of the Republic and chosen 
outside the membership of Parliament and judiciary, 
but from among members of the legal profession, two 
alternates being designated under the same conditions. 

The decisions of the Superior Council of the Judiciary shall 
be taken by majority vote. In case of a tie the President shall 
cast the deciding vote. 
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ArL 84. The President of the Republic shall appoint the 
judges whose names are submitted to him by the Superior 
Council of the Judiciary with the exception of those in the 
office of Public Prosecutor, 

The Superior Council of the Judiciary, in conformity with 
the law, shall ensure the discipline of these judges, their inde- 
pendence and the administration of the courts. 

The presiding judges shall be irremovable. 

TITLE X. LOCAL ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS 

Art. <95. The French Republic, one and indivisible, recog- 
nizes the existence of local administrative units. 

These units shall be the communes^ the departements^ and the 
overseas territories. 

Art. 86. The framework, the scope, the eventual regroupings 
and the organization of the communes, the departements, and the 
overseas territories shall be determined by law. 

Art. 8j. Local administrative units shall be governed freely 
through councils elected by universal suffrage. 

The execution of the decisions of these councils shall be 
ensured by their mayor or their president. 

Art. 88. The co-ordination of the activities of Government 
officials, the representation of the national interests and the 
administrative supervision of these units shall be ensured within 
the departmental framework by delegates of the Government 
appointed by the Council of Ministers. 

Art. 8g. Organic laws will extend the liberties of the 
dipartements and municipalities; they may provide, for certain 
large cities, rules of operation and an administrative structure 
different from those of small towns, anti include special pro- 
visions for certain departements; they will determine the con- 
ditions under which Articles 85 to 88 above are to be 
applied. 

Laws will likewise determine the conditions under which 
local agencies of central administrations are to function,, in 
order to bring the central administmtion closer to the 
people. 
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TITLE XI. REVISION OF THE CONSTITUTION 

Art. go. Revision of the Constitution shall take place in the 
following manner: 

Revision must be decided upon by a resolution adopted by 
an absolute majority of the members of the National Assembly. 

This resolution shall stipulate the purpose of the revision. 

After at least three months this resolution shall have a 
second reading under the same rules of procedure as the first, 
unless the Council of the Republic to which the resolution has 
been referred by the National Assembly has adopted the same 
resolution by an absolute majority. 

After this second reading, the National Assembly shall draw 
up a bill to revise the Constitution. This bill shall be sub- 
mitted to Parliament, and voted by a majority and according 
to the rules established 'for any ordinary act of the legislature, 

It shall be submitted to a referendum unless it has been 
adopted on second reading by a two-thirds majority of the 
National Assembly or voted by a three-fifths majority of each 
of the two assemblies. 

The bill shall be promulgated as a constitutional law within 
eight days after its adoption. 

No constitutional revision relative to the existence of the 
Council of the Republic may be made without the concurrence 
of this Council or resort to a referendum. 

Art. gi. The Constitutional Committee shall be presided 
over by the President of the Republic. 

It shall include the President of the National Assembly, the 
President of the Council of the Republic, seven members 
elected by the National Assembly at the beginning of each 
annual session by proportional representation of party groups 
and chosen outside its own membership, and three members 
elected under the same conditions by the Council of the 
Republic. 

The Constitutional Committee shall determine whether the 
laws passed by the National Assembly entail a revision of the 
Constitution. 

Art. Q2. In the period allowed for the promulgation of the 
law, the Committee shall receive a joint request fi:om the 



268 democracy in FRANCE 

President of the Republic and the President of the Council of 
the Republic, the Council having decided by an absolute 

majority of its members. 

The Committee shall examine the law, shall strive to bring 
about agreement between the National Assembly and the 
Council of the Republic and, if it does not succeed, shall decide 
the matter within five days after it has received the request. 
This period may be reduced to two days in case of emergency. 

The Committee shall be competent to decide on the possi- 
bility of revision only of Titles I to X of the present Constitu- 

tion. . ^ 

Art. 95. A law which, in the opinion of the Committee, 

entails a revision of the Constitution shall be sent back to the 
National Assembly for reconsideration. 

If Parliament adheres to its original vote, the law may not 
be promulgated until the Constitution has been revised 
according to the procedure set forth in Article 90. 

If the law is considered to be in conformity with Titles I to 
X of the present Constitution, it shall be promulgated within 
the period provided in Article 36, this period being prolonged 
by the addition of the period provided in Article 92 above. 

Art. 34. In the case of occupation of all or part of the metro- 
politan territory by foreign forces, no procedure of revision 
may be undertaken or continued. 

Art. 35. The republican form of government may not be the 
subject of any proposal for revision. 

TITLE XII. TEMPORARY PROVISIONS 
(jVb longer operative) 
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PARTY PROGRAMMES 


(A) The Belleville Manifesto 

The Programme with which L^on Gambetta triumphed over 
Hippolyte Carnot in the Paris election of 1869. Based on the policy 
outlined by Jules Simon in La Politique Radicale^ it came to serve 
as the basis of most subsequent Radical manifestoes. French texts 
quoted in J. Reinach: Discours et Plaidoyetars politiques (3 Vols., 1881); 
E. Ollivier: UEmpire Libiral (1895-1915, Vol. XI); and J. P. T. Bury: 
Gambetta and the National Defence (1936). 

I. The ^Cahiers^ of the Electors: 

In the name of universal suffrage, basis of every political 
and social organization, let us instruct our Deputy to re- 
affirm the principles of Radical democracy and to demand 
with vigour: the most radical application of universal suffrage, 
both for the election of mayors and municipal councillors, 
with no local differentiation, and for the election of Deputies; 
re-partitioning of constituencies according to the actual num- 
ber of electors entitled to vote and not according to the num- 
ber of electors on the register; individual liberty to be in future 
protected by the law and not left at the mercy of arbitrary 
administrators; repeal of the Law of General Security; sup- 
pression of Article 75 of the Constitution of the Year VIII, and 
the direct responsibility of all fonctionnaires; trial by jury for 
every kind of political offence; complete freedom of the Press 
unrestricted by stamp-duty and caution-money; suppression 
of licensing of printers and publishers; freedom of meeting 
without let or hindrance, with liberty to discuss all religious, 
philosophical, political and social affairs; repeal of Article 291 
of the Penal Code; full and complete freedom of association; 
suppression of the ecclesiastical budget and separation of 
Church and State; free, compulsory, secular primary educa- 
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tion with competitive examinations for children of greatest 
intelligence for admission to higher education, which shall like- 
wise be free; suppression of town dues, suppression of high 
salaries and pluralities, and' modification of our system of 
taxation; appointment of all ydbMc fonctionnaires by election; 
suppression of standing armies, the cause of ruin to the nation’s 
finances and business, a source of hatred between peoples and 
of distrust at home; abolition of privileges and monopolies, 
which we define in these words: ‘A bonus to idleness’ ; economic 
reforms are connected with the social problem, the solution of 
which — although subordinate to political change — ^must be 
constantly studied and sought in the name of the principles of 
justice and social equality. Indeed this principle alone, put 
into general application, can cause social antagonism to dis- 
appear and give complete reality to our slogan: Liberty, 
Equality, Fraternity! 


2. The reply of Gambetta: 

Citizen Electors — I accept this mandate. 

On these conditions I shall be especially proud to represent 
you because this election will have been conducted in con- 
formity with the true principles of universal suffrage. The 
electors will have freely chosen their candidate. The electors 
will have determined the political programme of their dele- 
gate. This method seems to me at once right and in line with 
the traditions of the early days of the French Revolution. 

I therefore in my turn adhere freely to the declaration of 
principles and the rightful claims which you commission me to 
press at the tribime. 

With you, I think that there is no other sovereign but the 
people, and that universal suffrage, the instrument of this 
sovereignty, has no value and basis and carries no obligation, 
unless it be radically fii^e. 

The most urgent reform must therefore be to free universal 
suffrage from every tutelage, every shackle, every pressure, 
every corruption. 

Wth you, I think that universal suffrage, once made the 
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master, would suffice to sweep away all the things which your 
programme demands, and to establish all the freedoms, all the 
institutions which we are seeking to bring about. 

With you, I think that France, the home of indestructible 
democracy, will know liberty, peace, order, justice, material 
prosperity and moral greatness only through the triumph of 
the principles of the French Revolution. 

With you, I think that a legal and loyal democracy is the 
political system par excellence which achieves most promptly 
and certainly the moral and material emancipation of the 
greatest number, and best ensures social equality in laws, 
actions and customs. 

But — ^with you also — I consider that the progressive achieve- 
ment of these reforms depends absolutely on the political 
regime and on political reforms, and it is for me axiomatic in 
these matters that the form involves and determines the sub- 
stance. 

It is, furthermore, this sequence and order of priority which 
our fathers have indicated and fixed in the profound and 
comprehensive slogan beyond which there is no safety: 
Liberty, Equality, Fraternity. We are thus in mutual agree- 
ment, Our contract is completed. I am at once your delegate 
and your trustee. 

I go further than signifying agreement. I give you my vow: 
I swear obedience to this present contract and fidelity to the 
sovereign people. 


(B) The Programme of the Front Populaire 

(Adopted as a common election programme by the ten organiza- 
tions in the Rassemblement Populaire^ and issued on ii January 1936. 
In the elections of 26 April [and the second ballot of 3 May] it was 
supported as a ‘minimum’ programme by the Communist Party. But 
both the Communists and the C.G.T. — although participants in the 
framing of the programme — ^refused M. Blum’s invitation to enter 
his ‘Popular Front’ Government. The other eight participating bodies 
"vyerc the Ligue des Droits de VHomme^ Comiti de vigilance des intellectuels 
antifascisteSf Comiti mondial corCtte le Fasdstne et la guerre ^ Adouvement 
d'aaion Combattante, the Radical Party, the Socialist Party, the Socialist- 
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Republican Union, and the C.G.T.U. (Co mm un i st Trade Union 
Federation). 

I. Defence of Freedom, 

1 . A general amnesty. 

2. Measures against the Fascist Leagues: 

[d) The effective disarmament and dissolution of all semi- 
military formations, in accordance with the law. 

[h) The enforcement of legal measures in cases of incite- 
ment to murder or any attempt against the safety of 
the State. 

3. Measures for the cleansing of public life, especially by for- 
bidding Deputies to combine their parliamentary fiinctions 
with certain other forms of activity. 

4. The Press: 

{a) The repeal of the laws and decrees restricting freedom 
of opinion. 

(i) Reform of the Press by the following legislative 
measures: 

(i) Measures effectively repressing libel and black- 
mail. 

(ii) Measures which will guarantee the normal means 
of existence to newspapers, and compel publica- 
tion of their financial resoiurces. 

(iii) Measures ending the private monopoly of com- ' 
mercial advertising and the scandals of financial 
advertising, and preventing the formation of 
newspaper trusts. 

[c) Organization by the State of wireless broadcasts with 
a view to assuring the accuracy of wireless news and 
the equality of political and social organizations in 
relation to radio. 

5. Trade Union Liberties: 

(a) Application and observance of trade union freedom for 
aU. 

{b) Recognition of women’s labour rights. 

6. Education and freedom of conscience: 

(a) Measures safeguarding the development of public 



APPENDIX II 273 

education, by die necessary grants and by reforms 
such as the raising of the age for compulsory educa- 
tion to fourteen and, in secondary education, the 
proper selection of pupils as an essential accompani- 
ment of grants. 

(&) Measures guaranteeing to all concerned, pupHs and 
teachers, perfect freedom of conscience, particularly 
by ensuring the neutrality of education, its non- 
religious character, and the civic rights of teachers. 

7, Colonies: formation of a Parliamentary committee of in- 
quiry into the political, economic and cultural situation in 
France’s territories overseas, especially French North Africa 
and Indo-Ghina. 


11. Defence of Peace. 

I. Appeal to the people, and especially the working classes, 
for collaboration in the maintenance and organization of peace. 

12. International collaboration within the framework of the 
League of Nations for collective security, by defining the 
aggressor and by joint application of sanctions in cases of 
aggression. 

3. Ceaseless endeavoiir to pass from armed peace to dis- 
armed peace, first by a convention of limitation, and then by 
the general, simultaneous and effectively controlled reduction 
of aimaments. 

4. Nationalization of war industries and suppression of pri- 
vate trade in armaments. 

5. Repudiation of secret diplomacy; international action and 
public negotiation to bring back to Geneva the states which 
have left it, without weakening the essential principles of ^e 
League of Nations, which are the principles of collective 
security and indivisible peace. 

6. Greater flexibility in the procedure provided by the 
League of Nations’ Covenant for the peaceful adjustment of 
treaties which have become dangerous to the peace of the 
world. 

7. Rxt^asion of the system of pacts open to all nations, par- 
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ticularly in Eastern Europe, on the lines of the Franco-Soviet 
Pact. 


III. Economic Demands. 

I, Restoration of purchasing power destroyed or reduced by 
the crisis. 

(a) Against unemployment arid the crisis in industry. 

(i) Establishment of a national xmemployment fund. 

(ii) Reduction of the working week without reduction 
of the weekly wage. 

(iii) Bringing yoimg workers into employment by 
establishing a system of adequate pensions for 
aged workers. 

(iv) Rapid execution of a public works programme, 
both urban and rural, linking local investments 
with schemes financed by the State and local 
authorities. 

[b) Against the agricultural and commerciztl crisis. 

(i) Revaluation of agricultural produce, combined 
with measures against speculation and high prices, 
in order to reduce the gap between wholesale and 
retail prices. 

(ii) Establishment of a National Grain Board' {Office 
du BU) to abolish the tribute levied by specula- 
tors against both the producer and the consumer. 

(iii) Strengthening of agricultural co-operatives, and, 
supply of fertilizers at cost prices by the NatioiuJ 
Boards for Nitrogen and Potash, control and 
certification of sales of superphosphates and other 
fertilizers, extension of agricultural credits, re- 
duction of leasehold rents. 

(iv) Suspension of distraints and regulation of debt 
repayments. 

(v) Pending the complete and earliest possible re- 
moval of all unjust measures imposed by the 
economy decrees, immediate abolition of mea- 
sures affecting those groups whose conditions of 
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life have been most severely endangered by these 
decrees. 

2. Against the robbery of investors and for the better organi- 
zation of credit: 

(a) Regulation of banking business. Regulation of balance 
sheets issued by banks and joint-stock companies. 
Further regulation of the powers of directors of joint- 
stock companies. 

{b) State officials who have retired or are on the reserve- 
list to be prohibited from joining the board of directors 
of a joint-stock company. 

{c) In order to remove credit and investment from the 
control of the economic oligarchy, the Bank of France 
must cease to be a private concern, and ‘The Bank of 
France’ must become Trance’s Bank.’ The Coimcil of 
Regents of the Bank of France must be aboHshed: the 
powers of the Governor of the Bank of France must be 
increased, under the permanent control of a council 
composed of representatives of Parliament, of the 
executive authority, and of the main organized forces 
of labour and of industrial, commercial zind agri- 
cultural activity. The capital of the Bank must be 
converted into debentures, with measures to safeguard 
the interests of small shareholders. 

IV. Financial Purification, 

1 . Control of the trade in armaments, in conjxmction with 
the nationalization of armaments industries. Prevention of 
waste in the civil and military departments. 

2. Establishment of a War Pensions Fund. 

3. Democratic reform of the system of taxation so as to relax 
the fiscal burden blocking economic recovery, and raising 
revenue by measures against large fortunes. Rapid steepening 
of income tax on incomes above 75,000 francs a year; re- 
organization of death duties; special taxes on monopoly profits, 
but in such a way as to have no effects on retail prices. Mea- 
sures against tax evasions, in connexion with transferable 
(‘bearer’) securities. 
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4, Control of esqport of capital, and punishment of evasion by 
rigorous measures, including confiscation of property con- 
cealed abroad or of its equivalent value in France. 

(G) The Programme of the National Council of Resistance. 

(The organized resistance movements united under the ConseU nat-^ 
ticmal de Resistance drew up a programme of action on 16 March 1944. 
The first half concerned the course of immediate action; the second, 
printed below, concerned measures to be taken after liberation to 
secure 'a more just social order’. This second half, which came to be 
known as the ‘Resistance Ghsuier’, was adopted by all major political 
parties before the general elections of October 1945, and therefore 
became the basis of general policy in the first stages of the Fourth 
Republic. 

It offer striking comparison with Gambetta’s Belleville Manifesto 
and the Popular Front Programme, printed above. See Chapters 
IV, V and VI for further discussion of the significance of these three 
documents.) 

The representatives of Resistance proclaim that they have 
decided to remain united after liberation: 

1. In order to establish the provisional government of the 
Republic formed by General de Gaulle to defend the political 
and economic independence of the nation, to re-establish 
France in her power and greatness, and to enable her to fulfil 
her universal mission. 

2. In order to see that traitors are punished, and that action 
be taken against all those, in the realm of administration and 
professional life, who have come to terms with the enemy or 
have been actively associated with the policy of collaboration- 
ist governments: 

3. In order to ensure confiscation of the property of traitors 
and traffickers in the black market; the taxation of profits of war 
and gains made to the detriment of the nation during the 
occupation, the confiscation of all enemy property, including 

-shares acquired since the armistice by the Axis governments 
and their nationals in French colonial enterprises of every kind 
and constitution of these shares into an inalienable national 
patrimony; 
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4. In order to ensure the establishment of the widest democ- 
racy, by the restoration of universal suffrage, complete free- 
dom of thought, of conscience and of expression; freedom of 
the Press, its honour and independence of the State, the power 
of wealth and of foreign influences; freedom of association, of 
meeting, of demonstration; inviolability of the home, and 
secrecy of correspondence; respect for the human person and 
the absolute equality of all citizens before the law. 

Economic Reforms: 

1. The setting up of a true economic and social democracy, 
entailing the eviction of the great economic and financial 
feudalities; 

2. The rational organization of an economy which will as- 
sure the subordination of private interests to the general inter- 
est, and freed from professional dictatorship set up in the image 
of the Fascist States; 

3. Intensification of national production along lines deter- 
mined by the State after consultation with the representatives 
of all elements in production: 

4. Return to the nation of the great monopolies in the means 
of production, the sources of energy, mineral wealth, insurance 
companies and the large banks; 

5. The development and maintenance of co-operatives for 
the production, buying and selling of agricultural and indus- 
trial goods; 

6- Right of access in the framework of business to the func- 
tions of management and administration for workers possessing 
the necessary qualifications, and participation of the workers 
in the direction of economic life: 

Social Reforms: 

1 . The right to work and leisure, particularly by the restora- 
tion and amelioration of labour-contracts; 

2. A considerable readjustment of wages and a guaranteed 
level of wages and salaries, and measures ensuring security for 
every worker and his family; 

3. A guaranteed national purchasing-power by a policy prQ. 
moting stability of currency; 
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4* Restoration, in its traditional freedom, of independent 
trade-unionism, endowed with extensive powers in the organi- 
zation of economic and social life; 

5. A complete plan of social security, designed to ensure for 
all citizens the means of subsistence in all cases where they can- 
not earn their own living, and with control over it assured for 
representatives of beneficiaries and of the State; 

6. Security of employment, regulation of conditions of hiring 
and firing, restoration of workshop-delegates; 

7. Raising and securing of the standard of living for workers 
on the land by a policy of remunerative agricultural prices; 
and generalizing, whilst improving, the experiment of the 
Office du Ble by social legislation according agricultural wage- 
earners the same rights as industrial wage-earners, by a system 
of insurance against the hazards of farming, by the establish- 
ment of a just law of rent and metayage^ by facilities for young 
peasant families to acquire property, and by organizing a 
scheme for farm-equipment; 

8. Old-age pensions for workers, compensation for accidents, 
and allocation of grants and allowances to the victims of 
Fascist terror [Colonial and Educational Reforms are also men’- 
tioned). Thus will be founded a new Republic which will 
sweep away the regime of base reaction instituted by Vichy, 
which will give democratic and popular institutions the effi- 
ciency of which they were deprived by the corruption and 
treachery which preceded capitulation. Thus wiU become 
possible a democracy combining effective control exercised by 
popular representatives with continuity of action in govern- 
ment. 
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THE FRANCO-GERMAN ARMISTICE 
CONVENTION, 1940 

(Signed by Colonel-General Kalel, Chief of the German High 
Command, and General Huntziger, President of the French Delega- 
tion, on 22 June 1940, in the Forest of Compiigne.) 

1. The French Government proclaims the cessation of hos- 
tilities against the German Empire in France, in the French 
possessions, the colonies, the protectorates and the mandated 
territories, as well as on the sea. It orders those French units 
encircled by German troops immediately to lay down their 
arms. 

2. In order to assure the protecdon of the interests of the 
German Reich, French territory will be occupied by German 
troops to the north and to the west . of a line drawn on the 
attached map.^ The occupation of the territories which are to 
be occupied and which are not yet in German hands will start 
as soon as the Convention has been signed. 

3. In those regions of France occupied by the Germans, the 
Reich is to exercise aU the rights of an occupying power. The 
French Government rmdertakes to assist in all ways the carry- 
ing-out of orders made for the execution of these rights and to 
have them put into force with the help of the Freiich adi^is- 
tration. Consequendy the French Government is immediately 
to notify the authorities and public services of the occupied 
territories that they will have to conform to the decisions of the 
German military commanders and to collaborate faithfully 

with them. • r 

The German Government intends to limit the occupation of 

1 This line, starting to the east of the Franco-Swiss frontier near Gen^^ 
ran through Dole, Paray-le-Monial and Bourges to some twenty kilo- 
metres east of Tours: thence it ran southwards about twenty lolometaM 
east of the Touis-Angoul&ne-Liboume railway, and on to the Spaxush 
frontier, west of Pau. 
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the west coast of France, aftcx the cessation of hostilities with 
England, to the minirmim extent which may be necessary. 

The Seat of the French Government. The French Government is 
free to establish itself in a town of its own choice in unoccupied 
territory, or, if it so desires, to establish itself in Paris. In this 
case the GOrman Grovemment wiU give to the French Govern- 
ment and to the central administrations all facilities for putting 
into force the administration from Paris of occupied and un- 
occupied territory. 

4. The French armed forces on land, sea, and in the air are to 
be disarmed and demobilized within a period later to be deter- 
mined. This measure is not to be applied to those units which 
are necessary for the maintenance of internal order. Their 
numbers and their armament will be fixed by Germany and 
Italy. The French units to be found in the territories which are 
to be occupied by Germany mtist be brought back as quickly 
as possible into the territories which will not be occupied and 
are to be similarly liberated. Before setting out, these troops will 
lay down their arms and equipment on the exact spot where 
they happen to be at the moment of the entering into force of 
this Convention. They will be responsible for the handing over 
in good condition of these anns and of this material into the 
hands of the German troops. 

5. As guarantee that the Armistice will be observed, France 
will deliver in good condition all the guns, anti-tank guns, 
milit ary aeroplanes, anti-aircraft guns, infantry amnament, 
transport equipment and munitions of the French units which 
were fighting against Germany, and which happen to be, at 
the moment of the entering into force of the present Conven- 
tion, in the territory which is not to be occupied by Germany. 
The extent of these deliveries will be fixed by tiic German 
Amoistice Commission. 

6. The remainder of the armaments, war material, and 
munitions of all kinds in the imoccupied region of France will 
be stored and put in safe custody under German or Italian con- 
trol, with the exception of that which is to be left at the dis- 
position of authorized French units^ The German High Com- 
mand reserves for itself the right in this matter to take all the 



APPENDIX III 281 

necessary measures to prevent the incorrect usage of these 
stocks. The manufacture of new war material is immediately to 
cease in xmoccupied territory. 

7. In the territories which are to be occupied, all the groimd 
and coastal fortifications with their armaments, mimitions, 
material, stocks, and installations of all sorts are to be handed 
over in perfect condition. The plans of these fortifications, as 
well as those of the fortifications already taken by the German 
troops, must similarly be handed over. The exact situation of 
mines, mine-fields on land, etc., must be supplied to the Ger- 
man High Command. These obstructions must be removed by 
French forces at the request of the German authorities. 

8. With the exception of that part which will be left to the 
French Government for the protection of its interests in its 
colonial empire, the French war fleet must be assembled in 
those ports which will later be designated. It will there be 
demobilized and disarmed tmder CJerman or Italian control. 
The designation of the ports will be made according to the 
home bases of these ships in peace-time. 

The German Government solemnly declares to the French 
Government that it has no intention of using for the purposes 
of war the French Fleet which will be found in the ports put 
imder German control with, however, the exception of the 
units which will be necessary to guard the coasts and to remove 
mines. Moreover, the German Government solemnly and 
expressly declares that it does not intend to make any unreason- 
able claims on the French Fleet at the time of the conclusion of 
the peace. With the exception of that part of the French Fleet 
(it will be fixed later) which is to defend French interests in her 
colonial empire, all the warships to be found outside France 
must be brought back to France. 

9. The French High Command must give to the German 
High Command precise directions concerning all the mines 
laid by France, all the minefields near to ports or off the coasts, 
and all defensive positions. If the German High Command so 
requests, the French forces must themselves remove the mines. 

10. The French Gkjvemment agrees not to undertake any 
hostile action whatsoever against the Reich with any part of 
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the armed forces left at its disposition. Similarly the French 
Government will prevent members of the armed forces from 
leaving the coimtry, as well as the transportation of arms, war 
material of any sort, warships and aeroplanes, to England or to 
any other foreign country whatsoever. The French Govern- 
ment will forbid French subjects from fighting against the 
Reich in the armies of the countries which are still at war with 
the latter. French subjects who do not confoml to this law will 
be treated by German troops as francs-tireurs. 

11. Merchant ships of all classes, comprising coastal small 
craft or those used in the ports which are in the hands of the 
French, must not until further notice put to sea. The re- 
commencement of commercial navigation will be subject to the 
approval of the German Government or to that of the Italian 
Government, The French merchant ships which are outside 
French ports will receive from the French Government the 
order to return to France, or, if that is not possible, to enter 
neutral ports. All German merchant ships which have been 
captured and are in French ports are to be handed over intact 
on the demand of the Grerman authorities. 

12. AH aircraft which are on French soil will be forthwith 
forbidden to take off. Any machine which takes off without 
German authorization will be considered as hostile and treated 
as such by the German Air Force. The aerodromes and installa- 
tions of the air force which are in the unoccupied zone will be 
put under German or Italian control. Their being rendered 
useless may be demanded. 

The French Government is bound to put at the disposition 
of the German authorities all foreign aircraft which are on 
unoccupied territory, or at least to prevent them from leaving. 
These aeroplanes are to be handed over to the German 
forces. 

13. The French Government undertakes to see to it that in 
the territories which are to be occupied by the German troops 
an the buildings, all the installations and stocks for the army 
are delivered intact to the Grerman troops. 

Moreover, it is to ensure that the ports, industrial installa- 
tions, and shipbuilding yards are left as they are and that they 
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be neither damaged nor destroyed. The same clause applies 
equally to the ways and means of communication^ and in 
particular to the railways, roads and canals, to the telegraphic 
and telephonic networks, to maritime signalling devices, and to 
means of guiding ships off the coasts. The French Government 
similarly undertakes, on the decision of the German High Com- 
mand, to put in hand all the reconditioning which will be 
necessary. They will see that there is in occupied territory the 
necessary personnel and rolling stock of sufficient qtiantity for 
means of transport, and in the same proportion as for a normal 
peace-time period. 

14. With regard to the French broadcasting stations, a re- 
striction on transmitting will immediately be put into force. 
The recommencement of wireless transmission in unoccupied 
territory will become the subject of a separate agreement. 

15. The French Government binds itself to assure across un- 
occupied territory the transit of goods between the German 
Empire and Italy to the extent required by the German 
Government. 

1 6. The French Government, in agreement with the German 
authorities, will undertake the repatriation of the population in 
the occupied regions. 

1 7. The French Government binds itself to prevent all trans- 
port of securities and foodstuffs from territory which is to be 
occupied into xmoccupied territory or abroad. The measures 
concerning these securities and foodstuffi are to be taken in 
agreement with the German Government. However, the Ger- 
man Government will take into consideration the vital needs 
of the population of the unoccupied regions. 

18. The cost of maintaining German troops in French terri- 
tory falls on the French Government. 

19. All German military and all German civilian prisoners 
who are actually in the hands of the French, including persons 
arrested or condemned, who have been put into prison and tried 
for an act carried out in the interests of the German Empire, 
must be at once handed over to the German troops. The French 
Government is obliged to hand over on demand all the Ger- 
mans who are either in France or in French possessions. 
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colonies, protectorates, and mandated territories who are 

demanded by name by the German Gk)vemment. 

The French Government binds itself to prevent German 
prisoners of war and civilian prisoners from being transferred 
from French possessions into foreign countries. A list of 
prisoners will be supplied who have been transported outside 
France, as well as of prisoners of war who are incapable of 
being moved owing to illness or wounds. The care of German 
prisoners of war who are either ill or wounded will be taken in 
hand by the German High Command. 

20. The French military who are prisoners of war of the Ger- 
mans will remain prisoners until the conclusion of a peace. 

21. The French Gk)vemment guarantees to keep in good 
•condition and to hand over intact all chattels and securities 
which according to the treaty are to be put at the disposition 
of Germany, and which it is forbidden to transfer out of the 
coimtry. The French Government is responsible for all de- 
struction, damage, or removals of property which go contrary 
to the spirit of the. Convention. 

22. The execution of the Armistice Convention is regulated 
and controlled by a German Armistice Commission which 
will carry out its duties according to the instructions of the 
German High Command. In addition this Commission will 
carry out the duties of assuring the necessary concordance be- 
tween the Convention and the Franco-Italian Armistice Con- 
vention. In order to represent French interests and to receive 
its executive orders from the German Armistice Commission, 
the French Government will send a delegation to the offices 
of the German Armistice Commission. 

23. The present Armistice Convention will come into force 
as soon as the French Government has made with the Italian 
Government an agreement on the cessation of hostilities.^ 
Hostilities will cease six hours after the time on which the 
Italian Gk)vemment heis made known to the Government of 

^ Armistice Convention in substantially similar terms, with additional 
provisions for demilitarized zones between French and ItaHan territories in 
North Africa, was signed by GenenQ Hnntziger and Marshal Badoglio on 
24 June 1940 in Rome. 
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the Reich the conclusion of this agreement. The Government 
of the Reich will make this time known to the French Govern- 
ment by means of wireless. 

24. The Armistice Convention will remain in force until the 
conclusion of a peace treaty. It can be denounced at any 
moment and with immediate effect by the German Govern- 
ment if the French Government does not fulfil the obligations 
which it has assumed under this Convention. 

This Armistice Convention has been signed in the Forest of 
Compi^gne on the 22nd June 1940 at 18 hours 50 German 
summer time. 

HUNTZIGER 

KEITEL 
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